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ABSTRACT 

Analyzing 1975 Federal Outlays for 275 programs in 
terms of rural development and government services, this 7th annual 
report to the Congress pursuant to Title IX, Section 901 (e) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1970 includes tabular and narrative data 
pertaining to: metropolitan and nonmetropolitan distribution; 
regional di^stribution (census regions) ; distribution by recent growth 
rates (1970-74); and distribution by program type (human resource 
development, housing, community and industrial development , 
agriculture and natural resources, and defense and space)* Major 
statistics presented here include the following: higher per capita 
Federal outlays in metropolitan ($1,305) than in nonmetropolitan ^ 
counties ($1,148) across all 275 programs, the overall rural/urban - 
difference resulting from inclusion of $80 billion in defense and 
space programs which accrued primarily to the urban areas; outlays 
for agriculture and natural resources favoring nonmetropolitan 
counties, per capita housing outlays in rural counties at only 58.8% 
of the urban figure and 66.7% of the total figure; highest regional 
per capita outlays across all selected programs in the West ($1,619) 
with the lowest in the North Central Region ($1,019); greatest per 
capita outlays ($1,407) among counties grouped by recent population 
growth rates in metropolitan counties which declined, with least per 
capita outlays ($1,117) in nonmetropolitan counties which grew* 
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PREFACE 



This report has been prepared pureiiant to section 901(e) of liic, 
Agrir^ixltural Act of 1970, which requires the President to submit to the 
Congress each year a report "stating' the availability of telephone, elcc- 
tricfiS, water, sewer, medical, educational, and other government or 
goveriiment-assisted services and outlininijj efforts of the executive 
branch to improve these services during the imiucdiately preceding 
fiscalyear." 

This report measures the availability of Fedci iil services to rural 
America in terms of Federal outlays ^ for 275 programs that have an 
impact on rural development. It does not contain a section on efforts to 
improve the numerous and varied government services of all the execu- 
tive branch agencies providing assistance to rural areas because fiscal 
year 1975 executive branch efforts* to help improve the quality of rural\ 
life, and to hvJp improve the Federal programs aimed at this, wcre^ 
reported in thi Third Annual Report of the Secretary of Aorriculture 
on Rural Development Goais, subrai^^^ted to the Congress in March- 
1976,^ i 

Tlierefore, in the interest of economy and efficiency, the compre-i 
hensive Third Annual Report pf the Secretary of Agriculture on| 
Rural Development Goals is respectfully tendered as fulfilling that; 
part of the 901(e) requirement above rc'fening to efforts to improve! 
services. ! 



* These arft not budget outlays aa displayed annually In budget documents, but rather | 
primnrlly fundlnji^ obligations and new loan commitments. Some proflrams report on Rj 
^'coat" basis, others on an "outlay" basis, and a few others on the basis of .other concenta, ; 
These financial data are reported annually to the Community Service Administration, i 
which maintains a computerized file of "outlays" for all Federal programs down to thci 
county IcveL i 
Care must be used In Interpreting the data because : . * ^ «, ^ il 

It Is a mix of various financial measures— for example, grants, direct Federal | 
activities- direct loans, and loan guarantees. ^ ^ ^ ^, x i 

Statistical techniques rather than hard accounting support are used frequently to; 
allocate funds to the local unit of government level , ^ „ 

Difficulties occur In controlling the quality and consistency of data In the system. 
» Copies of the Third Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture on Rural Development 
Goals are avrllabK from the Rural Development Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
Washington. 0.C. 20250. 

(IX) 
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SUMMARY 



This report cXJimiucs tlic inctropolitan/iiouuietropolilnn ^distribu- 
tion of per capitu Federal outlays in fiscal year 11)75 unu)ng U.S. coun- 
ties. The most urban county group is core counties of lar^re metro- 
politan counties and the niost rural county group is totally rural 
counties not ad^aceut to a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(SMS A). The Federal outlay distribution is also presented jicross 
counties grouped by census regions and by rate of recent (1970-74) 
popu!atiou growth. 

Federal outlays selected for this analysis totaled $20G.< billion in 
fiscal year 1975 and are from 275 programs arranged into five major 
program groups: Human resource tlevelopmeut, community and in- 
dustrial development, housing, aj»:riculture and natural resources, and 
defense and space. 

In the aggregate across all 27^ programs and the five program areas, 
per capita Federal outlays were higher in metropolitan counties 
($1,305) than in nonmetropolitaii counties ($1,148)* However, the 
overall inetropolitan/nonmetropoHtan dift'ercnce results from the in- 
clusion of the $80 billion defense and space program^, whose outlavs 
accrued predominantly to the more urban counties. While the 19^1: 
population in metropoliitan counties comprised 72.:? percent of the U.S. 
total, 74c9 percent of the selected Federal outlays accrued to metro- 
politan counties. If defense and spi^ce programs are omitted from tliis 
analysis, 70.7 percent of the outlaysVcrucd to metropolitan counties. 

Wiiile outlays for agriculture anrKuatural resources favoi'ed non- 
metropolitan coiuities, per capita housing outlays in nomnetropolitan 
counties were only 58.8 percent of the metropolitan figure and G0.7 
percent of the total U.S. figure. Housing programs administered by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture favored nomnetropolitan areas; the 
HUD and V^A progi-ams strongly favored metropolitan areas. Per 
capita outlays for Inmian resou-ce' development were roughly ec^ual to 
nonmetropo'litan and metropolitii,n counties. However* within tins pro- 
gram area, per capita outlays for public assistance, social security, and 
rehabilitation were higher in nonmetropolitaii counties ($.')0r)) than in 
metropolitan counties ($481), reflecting the higher incidences of the 
poor ar.d aged population in iioninetroi)olitan areas. However* despite 
the greater incidences of the poor and tlie aged, per capita outlays for 
health payments and services in nomnetropolitan counties were lower 
than in metropolitan counties. The metro|5olitan/noiimetropolitan dis- 
tribution of outlays for manpower training and employment o]ipor- 
^'tunities makes clear that such programs were still urban-oriented, 
largely as a carryover from the funding patterns of the 19C0 s. Begin- 
niiig in 1075, the bulk of these funds lun'e been allocated on the basis 
of statutory formulas M-liicli talce the historical pattern into accomit 
(on a declining basis) but also increase the emphasis on the relative 

(XI) 
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distribution of the unemployed and poor. The intent of the formulas 
is to achievo over time a more equitable distribution of resources 
nationally. 

Regionally, per capita outlays across all selected programs were 
highest in the West ($1,019) and lowest in the North Central region 
($1,019). This large interregional variation is due to the impact on 
human i-esource outlays of various formulas which take into account 
data on incidences of aged people, the poor, and unemployment densi- 
ties, as well as differences among regions in the location of major de- 
fense and space installations. The Northeast received the largest out- 
lays for human resource development ($700), resulting largely from 
the location of major metropolitan areas, where the incidence of re- 
cipients of income maintenance-tyTpe programs is high. In these North- 
eastern metropolitan areas, payments from such programs are far 
above the national average. Tu the Nortli Central region, outlays were 
low because of low defense and space outlays and low human resource 
development outlays. Housing outlays were highest in the West and 
lowest in the slow-growing Northeast. Outlays for comuiunity and 
industrial development were highest in the South and West and lowest 
in the Northeast. Tlie West received the greatest per capita outlays 
for agriculture and natural resources f$*i9), whereas the urban-ori- 
ented Northeast received the least ($5). Defense and space outlays 
were highest on a per capita basis in the West ($636) and South 
($451). Per capita defense and space outlays in thft North Central 
region were only 52 percent of the national average and only 81 percent 
of such outlays accruing to the West. 

Across counties grouped by receiit (1070-74) popidation growth 
r."^<5S, per capita outlays were greatest in metropolitan counties which 
declined ($1,407) and least in nonmetropolitan counties which grew 
($1,117) . Human ro.sourco development outlays, on a per capita basis, 
were much higher ir, the declining metropolitan than in any other 
group, and almost $100 per capita greater than in declining nonmetro- 
politan counties. This can be explained in part bv the large numbers of 
people in declining metropolitan areas who qualify for public assist- 
ance payments and nssociated socin l ser vices such as family planning, 
child care, and training under the WIN program; food stamps: and 
health payments such as medicaid and medicare as well as other pro- 
gianis for the economically disadvautairefl. Per capita commimity and 
indxistrial development outlays were highest in declining nonmetro- 
politan areas. On the other hand, housing outlays wore highest in grow- 
ing metropolitan counties — almost twice as great as per capita outlays 
for housing in growing nonmetropolitan areas. Outlays for a<rriculture 
and natural resources accrued predominantly to declining nonmetro- 
politan areas where, on a per capita basis, they were over twice as great 
as in growing nonmetropolitan areas. Per capita defense and space 
outlays were highest, in declining metropolitan counties ($478) and 
lowest in growing nonmetropolitan counties ($inr)). 



8 



GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO RURAL AMERICA MEAS- 
URED FEDERAL OUTLAYS, FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Introduction 

This report analyzes the distribution of Federal outlays in fiscal 
year 1975 across counties grouped by urban influence, recent popula- 
tion growth trends, and region. Data for this ri^port were taken from 
the county files of the Federal outlay tapes. These files are created 
yearly by the Conmiunity Services Administration (CSA) and con- 
tain outlay data from all Federal programs to the county level. Data 
from these files are published in State volumes of Federal outlays. 

In order to group counties by lu'ban influence, an urban-to-rural 
continuum was used with the core coimties of large Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Areas representing counties exhibiting the most 
urban influence and totally rural counties not adjacent to an SMS A 
representing counties wi ch the least urban influence. This scliema breaks 
metropolitan counties into four categories and nonmctropolitan into 
six and has been used extensively in previous reports in this series as 
well as in recent U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) research 
publications." Social and economic characteristics of these county 
'nroups are summarized in table 1. Outlays accruing to specific counties 
arc also compared according to the census region of the county and 
1970-74: county population growth rates to determine the association 
between county location and the level of Federal expenditures and be- 
tween recent gro\vth and Federal spending. 

WHY OUTLAY DATA AKE USED TO ^tEASURE AVATliARxLlTY OF SERVICES TO 

RUKAI, AREAS 

As Stated earlier, this report is in response to p directive to the 
President to'report annually to the Congress on the availability of a 
broftd range of government and government-assisted services to mral 
areas. Because of the prohibitive cost and other technical difficulti<^ 
thrt arise when an attempt is made to determine the availability of 
services, this analysis looks at the extent to which Federal agencies 
deliver services and resources to rural areas. This reporting is hnuted 
to Federal services as opposed to services of ail units of government 
(town, county, areawido. State) , but this approach does give a general 
idea as to the availability of services to rural areas. For a discussion 
of other possible apprcaches to reporting on the availability of services 
and the disadvantages of such appi-oachcs, see the Sixth Annual 
Report. 

• Hlnes. Fred K.. Dnvld L. Brown and John M. Zlmmer. Social and Economic Charac« 
tcrlstlcs of the Popnlatloo In Metro and Nonmetro Counties, 1970. Econ. Res. Serv., U.S. 
Dept. Agr.. Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 272, March 1976. 
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FEDEUAL OUTLAY DATA AKD iMlK CATALOG OF FEDERAL BO^rKSTIO ASS1STA^XE 

A large pci*ceiitago of the pronrrams appearing in the outlays tables 
were matched with the pixrffi-am listing in the 1975 Catalog of Federal 
Domestic A^istance (CFDA), published anmiallv by the Office of 
Management and Budget. The CFDA program number for all matched 
programs appears along with the distribution of outlays in the ap- 
pendix tables. These appendix tables present the distributioji across 
the rural-to-urban contmuum for each pro-am used in this analysis. 
The CFDA number can bo used to find v^ach pro^-am's description of 
objectives, types of assistance, use and aso restrictions, eligibility re; 
quiroments, application and awai.vl pit>cesses, formula and matching 
requirements, length and time phasing of assistance, and other 
information. 

SELECTION AND CLASSIFICAIION OF TROGKAMS 

From the list of all Federal programs included in the Federal out 
lavs file, 275 ^^rograms ^ jre selected for this analysis.** These pix>grams 
accounted for $266.7 billion (76.0 percent) of the total Federal outlays 
of $350,9 billion in fiscal ^ear 1975. Numerous programs were omitted 
for several reasons, including the following: (1) certain programs had 
unreliable data at the county level, usually stemming from proi-ation 
teclmiques which were judged to be inappropriate (such as certain 
pix)grams that are designed to assist particular groups jQt whose out- 
lays were proratf'Ct on the basis of the total population rather than the 
target population) ; (2) outlays data for ceitain pix)grams were not 
distributed bevond the county of the State government (such as the 
Vocational Education Programs) ; and (3) outlays for certain agen- 
cies, such as the Smithsonian Institution, do not accrue outside Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

The 275 programs were classified into five general categories : human 
resource development, housing, community and industrial^ develop- 
ment, agriculture and natural resources, and defense and space. Out- 
laj-s h*om these major program types were as follows : 



Gensial program Xn^ 



Selected - 
programs 
number 



Human resource development 

Housing 

„ Community and industrial development.. 

Agricultural and natural resources 

Defense and space * < 

Total » 



109 
26 
69 
60 
11 



Federal outlays, fiscal year 
1975 



275 



Amount 
(billions) 



137.1 
15.9 
26.9 
6.4 
80.3 



266.7 



Percent of 
total 



51.4 
6.0 

10.1 
2.4 

30.1 



100.0 



t Dn this and other tables, individual items may not add up to totals because of rounding. 

Three of the general program categories were divided into several 
specific program c^iU»gories which grouped t<igether Federal programs 
wioh a common objective or characteristic. Thus, under the general 

<For a list of these projjramB (units of outlays appearinc on the Federal ouUay tapes) 
and their ruf.-al-urban distribution, see appendix tablcB 1-5. In a few eases, aneh as for 
NASA, unit?, were eollnpsod. In a larpro majority of cases, the tape units colneide with 
programs as they appear In the Federal Domeetle Assistance Catalog. 



il 



heading of human resoin-ce development, outlays wero. f^i-ouped for 
public assistance, social security, and i-ehabilitation ($108.1 billion), 
heal^. payments and services ($26.8 billion), education ($2.8 billion), 
ajid ananpower training and employment opportunities ($4.6 billion). 
Outlays for community and industrial development were divided into 
community development, industrial development, and highways. And 
agriculture and natural resource outlays included direct paynicnt^ to 
farniers (such as those from the wheat and feed grain programs) and 
outlays for cropland adjustment, farm loans, natural resource and 
conservation progmms, and the agricultural extension service. 
TT c^^i^^® housing were broken down by govermiicnt agency : tlie 
U.b. Departments of Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, 
and the Intenor, and the Veterans Administration. Defense programs 
were dmded into contracts and payroll, while space programs were 
not further divided. More detail on the classification can bo found in 
the following sections. 

Distribution of Federat. OuTr^\YS 

METROPOLITAN AND XONjrKTROPOI.ITAN DISTRIllimoX 

^ In 1974, the U.S. population ^-^as predominantly metropolitan, with 
72.3 percent of the people residing in tliesc ai-cas. In total, tlie Federal 
outlays analyzed in this report favored metropolitan areas in fiscal 
year 1975, with 74.9 percent acci-uing to them (table 2) . Therefore, on 
a per capita basis, tlic selected Federal outlays were higher in meti-o- 
pohtan than in nonnietropolitan coimties— totaling $1,305 in metro- 
politan counties, comp>jrf.d with $1,148 in nonmetropolitan counties 
(table 3) . However, thfe -iistribution across all selected outlays resulted 
from including defo:' >.> and space programs which accrued predom- 
inantly to the more uxlyfui counties. Per capita outlays for defense and 
space were over twice as gi-eat in metropolitan areas than in the more 
rural counties of nonmet - opolitan America (figure 1) . 



Metfopolllin (percent ol II.S.) Noninelrcpolitai) (peictnt ol U^.) 



dealer ' MmM ■ imkmi Totally rural 



Total Adja* Nonail' Adja* Nonad* Adja* Nonad' 

(milliDns) Total Total Cora Frince Mm lesser Total cent jacent :ent jacent cent jacenl 



Popylation,19W 21K lU 27.9 12.8 lU 8.8 2J.fi U U il il 1.2 2.1 



M Human resource developnieni; 



Public assistance, sociahet,i'iti',f!tibilit3tiDii 103,103.4 lU W5' 30,5 10,0 22.3 8.? 28.6 6.9 3.7 6.8 U U U 

Health papntj and setvicei 26, M3 7U 45./ 3/.6 8.2 20.9 8.2 25.2 6.3 3.1 6.0 6.4 1.1 2,2 

Education 2.M5 64,2 31.3 29.8 O 20.1 il 35.8 6.7 4,6 8,1 9.8 1.5 $.1 

Manpower trainini and empioyinentoppoitunities 4,554,2 88.0 40 40,8 5.8 31.3 IP.l 12.0 5.1 2.6 1,0 2.1 .3 .S 



Total 13,, 167.4 72,5 41.6 32.2 9.4 22.3 8.6 27.5 6.8 3.6 6.5 7. 1 1.2 U 



Housint;! 

OcpaiWofApltufe 2,219.3 30,0 7.7 1.2 6.5 12.7 15 70.0 12.5 6,9 15.9 21.5 4,4 U 

Department olHousini and UilianDevclopnieiit 5,325.3 90.3 50,6 37.3 13.3 29.7 10.0 9.7 3,3 2. 1 1.8 1.9 .2 'ul 

Oepaitmentoflnteiior 14.1 23.3 9.8 6,7 3.1 9.7 3.8 76.7 8.3 11.3 12.3 19.5 1.8 23.S 

Veterans' Administration 8,362.7 89.9 518 33.2 18.6 27.9 10,2 10. 1 3.9 2. 5 U 1.4 .2 .2 



Total 15,921.4 81.6 45.2 30. 1 15. 1 26.4 10.0 18,4 4.9 3.0 3.9 4.4 .8 U 



Community iiid industrial development: i 

Community development 17,005,8 68.7 33.2 25.7 7.5 26.2 9.3 31. 3 7.0 3,6 6.S 8.4 U 3.7 

Industrial development 1,867, 7 57,0 31,7 23,7 8,0 16,3 8.9 4 3,0 7, 1 6. 1 11.2 12, 1 1.5 5.C 

Hijltways 7,985,5 59, 1 27.7 20.8 7.0 20.3 ll.l 40.9 5.7 5.9 9,6 11.5 2.6 ll6 



Total 26,858.8 65. 1 31.5 24. 1 7.4 23,8 9.8 34.9 6,6 4.5 8.0 9.6 1.9 4.3 



Aiiicullurc and natural resources: 

DuectA|iicullure payments and cropland adjustment.. 756,2 15.1 2.4 .2 2. 1 6,6 6.1 84,9 5.7 6.5 19.5 28.8 6.1 18.3 

Farmloans 2,846.5 15. 1 3,5 1.6 1.9 7.6 4.0 84.9 7. 1 7.9 20.8 29.0 5. 1 M.!! 

Natural resources and conservation 2,627,2 44. 1 22.9 16,6 6,3 12,7 8,5 55,9 6, 1 9, 1 9,5 19.7 2,3 U 

Wenjion 214,4 53,6 26,8 23,0 3,8 15,0 11,8 46,4 11,6 6.0 9,2 11.7 2.7 iZ 



Total 6,444,3 28,2 12,1 8,3 3.8 9,8 6,3 71,8 6,7 8,2 15,6 24.6 4,0 12,7 



Delense and space: 

Delensecontracls ■ 42,832,4 87,4 58,5 45,4 13.1 20,4 8,4 12,6 5,9 3,2 1,5 1.3 .2 A 

Oelenso payroll 34,286,5 80,2 32,0 20,2 11,8 32.5 15,7 19,8 7.7 7,8 1.7 1.8 .3 ;1 

flationalAeronauticsandSpaceAdiiiiniiliation 3,199,2 97,9 75,7 64,5 11.2 14,7 7,4 2, 1 ,8 . 1 ,5 .1 0 ..E 



Total 80,318,0 84,7 47,9 35,4 12,5 25,4 11.5 15,3 6.5 5, 1 1.6 1.5 .2 .< 



Grandtotal 266J09,'r' 74,r""42,0 '¥6 WH' 9.6*"'l5j ~"6,5' ir*'5,2 Ifl 21 



> A nia]or portion ol Itiese amounts aie loan levels, nut outlays (see app, tal)le 2 lor liousini program Source; Community Services Administration, 
detail), , ' 

j 
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TABLE 3rPtR CAPITA FDIRAI OUTLAYS fOR 5 PROGRAM AREAS, BY METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915 

IDoliaiiptrcipital 



Metropolilan hmlia^M : 

Umi Lisiuibaniieil Totillyiunl' 

Gfealef — ~— ■ ' — >— — 

AJ|8' Nonad- AiIIj- Nonad- Adja- km 

p(ojiaiiit)p9 Total Total Total Con Fiinjf Medlym Lissef Total cjnl jacenl cent jicent m\ Jaca 

«8 «1 «fi 533 M <?3 «2 505 «83 «0 <M 533 5M > 



HaaltMapolsaodseiyices..; 1^/ 131 1« 170 81 115 118 115 llj IM 11| 121 l|j Ij 

Education. 13 12 12 H « H 12 1 1 1 1 • 

ManpoweftiaininjaitdemployiiKiitoppoitiinitiej 22 26 2 5 32 10 29 25 9 16 15 3 / 5 

Tola! 650 6M Ul <?9 629 63/ W S" 613 631 680 , 663 1 

XttolAEioto 10 < 2 0 5 6 11 21 19 19 11 3< 3J . 

DepailniMtoKloyiiniiaiidUiban Development 25 31 31 3< 26 33 ,(,, 9 

Oe^i.Wfll»ior. (') (I) (') (J (') (J } ) ) ) ) ') '» { 

Veteians'Adnittation « <9 50 <I 58 « <6 1< 22 26 10 i I 

Toll! r J5 85 84 81 89 8? 85 50 53 60 U <9 50 

CimniunityanilindysliialdDvelopmeiil: , „ „ „, „ „ «ii i 

Co«ty development... 80 76 66 7< 4 9 S 8 IM 1 1 

InMiial development S 7 7 8 6 G 3 9 

Hijhways 38 31 26 28 21 33 «8 56 31 59 54 M 83 

Tola! 12J 114 J8 J0_ 73 132 "^flT 161 l^A. J?^ 

Aficiiltuieaiidnalufaliesoiiices; n i c m u u 

Oiiectamltuie payments and ciopbndadjystment. ' 1 " ^ ' 1 ; , ! ! 

Fafmto 13 3 1 1 M 

• NatyiaiieMUfceiandconsefvation 12 8 7 ? 6 7 1 2 1 3 1 3 2 

Entension seivite 1 1110 11^^^1^^ 

joial 30* 12 9 9 9_ 13 J9^ d_ 65 71 111 103 t 

■^"SL 203 245 292 330 207 IM :194 93 171 171 47 40 40 

EsepSi 162 180 128 wi u u m \n \n m 4 4 3 

NationalAeionauticsandSpaceAdniiiiistfation 15 20 28 35 13 1{ 13 1 2 I 1 0 0 

Total , 380 445 447 483 370 420^1 .496 210 349 505 90 85 79~ 

GiandlDtal ;'^Ti"T3r3T4Fi)2n280J^^^^ I j7"l!3i''""9¥TS" uS"""!! 



I Li){ tiiiii % Soyice: Commynity Stivico Ailmiiilstiition. 

$i)ur:e:Coiin)unily Services Adminisliation, 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR SELECTED 
PROGRAM^ BY G^ERAL CATEGORY, 

Fiscal YEAR 1975 



V777A OEfENSEANO SPACE 
M2i AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
■i COMWIUNITY AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
^ HOUSING 

^ HUWAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 




GREATER METRO 



URBANIZED 



LESS 
URBANIZED 



TOTALLY 
RURAL 



If (I(^f(Mis(^ and sjinct* \v(M'c rxcliKlcd, HDunu'tropolilnii nrcas would 
have rcLrivoil /^ivater i)(»r capita outlays than inctropoTitaii ureas — 
irOliS ill iiouMu^tropolitaii vs. JrHrii) in iiiclroi)ulitaii aira. On tho othri" 
iiaiul. outlays iuv a«rricultur(; and nr.tural ivsoui'cos favoi-cd tho uioiv 
a<rL'it'Hltui-aily oi'icutod jK)THn'Hi-oi)olitan coniitios. 11' thu packa/rr of 
'StdootiHl i)n)'j:rauis analy/.fd iuchulod only outlays for human rosourco 
dcvolopin(MU.]iousin<j:. and rommnnity and industrial do^•(dol)lnent. tlu* 
li'Vid of ])or capita outlays in met roj^olitan wm\ nomnetropolitan couii- 
tii\s would be virtually tlit^ same $S40 in niotropolitaa in contrast (o 
$8r)S in nouinotropolitan countirs. ] Towevcr, (ho mix of Federal outlays 
ainon^^ metropolilan and noameli'opolituii eomUies was somewhat 
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dMeiient across these three basic types of outlays which represent gov- 
/oiTinient services in tlio more conventional sense. Whereas outlays for 
human resource development comprised three-fouitlis of this package 
in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan ai'eas, housing outlays were 
relatively more important in metropolitan areas than in nonmetro- 
politau areas. Conversely, community development outlays were rela- 
tively inoi-e important in nonmetropolitan areas. 

Ampng the 10 rural-to-urban county grouphigs, the highest outlays 
per capita across all programs were in core counties of ijreater metro- 
politan areas. Tlie high outlays accruing to these counties containing 
the iimer cities of major metropolitan areas resulted from the high 
outlays for liuman resource development and defense and space. At the 
other extreme, per capita outlays accruing to frin^je counties of the 
same metropolitan areas were lower than for any other county group, 
largely because of a low incidence of poor and aged population and the 
lack of many major defense installations, 

KEGXOXAli DISTllIBUTIOX 

Per capital outlays across all selected programs w'ere highest in the 
West ($1,619) and lowest in the North Central region ($1,016) (table 
4). This large interregional variation is due to differences in demand 
for human resource outlays resulting from populations with diffeifrig 
incidenees of poor and aged people; differences in population densi- 
ties; and differences among regions in the location of major defense 
and space installations. The Northeast received the highest outlays for 
human resource development ($700), largely because the region has 
relatively more numerous major metropolitan areas, where the inci- 
dence of recipients of income maintenance-type program benefits is 
high. In these Northeastern metropolitan areas, payments from such 
pro^^rams are far above the national average. In the North Central 
region, outlays were low because of low defense and space outlays and 
low hunian resource development outlays (fig. 2) . 

Housing outlays were highest in the West and lowest in the slow- 
growing Nortlieast. Outlays for community and industrial develop- 
ment were highest in the South and West and lowest in the Northeast. 

The West received the highest per capita outlays for agricultui'e 
and natural resources ($i9), and the luban-orientcd Noi-theast re- 
ceived the lowest ($5). Defense and space outlavs were hiirhest on a 
per capita basis in the West ($636) and South ($451). Per capita 
defense and space outlays in the North Central region were only 52 
perc^^nt of the national average and in the '\^'est, only 31 percent. 
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mil 4,- PER CAPITA mmi mm for 5 program areas, by u,s. census regions, fiscal rF«R 1915 ■ 

NodiiCeritial Soulli M 



l).S. h' Noil- M- Hm' 

total Iota! Melfo metio Total Metio niGlfo Total Mclfo metfo Total Melfo iml'O 



Julica5sljtaii«,socijliecuiity,felialiilitation 5^88 {503 \W |522 5<59 J«3 5475 m m $519 J«0 m U 

jalt payments and™ 12? 15/ 162 12/ 115 113 121 in \^ *13l % ^ii' 

Eilycalion..,.,..... 13 n n 9 10 9 11 15 13 19 16 \l 31 

■ " "" 22 23 25 12 19 25 7 20 29 5 26 26 26 

?Ofl 7115 J70^^603 "1m 618 642 638"~r"663 WTi 

OjpirtinenlolAiificiiltyfe 10 7 7 27 10 4 23 13 5 26 11 4 38 " 

OepartmentoltioitJinj and Urtian Development 25 \\ 15 8 22 29 7 25 35 8 46 53 18 

Mmflntflllnlaflof (i) (i) (ij (i) (i) n\ n\ {,) , n^ ^ m 

Vcitfaw'Administfation io 16 1/ 10 k 33 9 50 U . 16 )3 85 2I, 

^O*'''-' _75 _37_ 36 4? 58 66 39 88 111 49 Hi li i 

Commynlty and indostrial development: " ' " 

Conimunitydevelopinent ; sfl 75 74 88 79 77 84 88 84 95 74 68 98 

nd;$tfial development 3 7 7 13 8 5 15 9 7 12 11 9 2 ■ 

^38 21 20 25 36 31 45 43 40 48 M 33 136 

^'•'^ _127_ ICS 101 _ 126 123 113 144 140 i m 139 110 254 

.A{ibltur«andnatu[a! fesources; „ . ^===.=5=:. 

Oirect Aificiiltyie payments and cioplandadjystmeot 4 0 0 0 7 1 19 4 1 8 2 1 9 

Fafin loans 13 2' I 8 19 3 53 19 1 41 10 il 'fi 

Natural lesoufces and consemtion '12 2 2 6 7 3 15 12 ! ] 1 IM 

extension service 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 j— 

"f"^' JO 5 3 16 34 9 88 li ]1 69 43 23 S 

Defense and space: ' — 

203 226 252 71 120 147 61 183 221 121 334 396 36 

f "•V----r;-----;rv: - ■: 16'. 72 69 92 76 76 . 75 248 316 137 261 283 17 

National AcfonauUcs and Space Admimrtn 15 4 5 l 3 < 0 19 30 1 41 61 4 

^0'^' 380^ j02 325 164 198 ' 227 li 451 568 258 636 730 i' 

U6rV4rijOST0!6T0irij25'l^ 

'Ussllian50^. ' 
Soufte:Coniinyiiity Services Administration, 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR ALL 
SELECTED PROGRAMS, BY CENSUS REGIONS, 
FISCAL YEAR 1975 



DOilARS 




NORTHEAST 



NORTH CEWTRAL 



Figure 2 



SOUTH 



WEST 



Dis-rnmuTiox hy iiegext cKo-vrnr ilvtes 

Per captia outlays m fiscal vcnr 1975 ^rcrc liinrhcst in metropolitan 
counties that declmed in population ($1,407) and lowest in nonnietvo- 
pohtan counties that grew ($1,117) during 1970^74 (table 5). Human 
resource development outlays, on a per capita basis, were much hi<rher 
in tlie/loclmmg metropolitan counties than in any other county group 
and auiiost $100 per capita higher than in declining nonmetropolitan 
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counties ffiff. S). This can be explained in part by the large numbei-s 
S peSe in declining metropolU areas who qualify for publu: as- 
sistance payments, food stamps, health payments such as medicaid and 
medicar^ and other programs for the economically disadyanta^^^^ 
capita community and industrial development outlays were highest in 
dedininff nonmetropolitan areas. On the other hand, housing outlays, 
on a per capita basis, were highest in fji-owing metropolitan countics- 
almo^ twice as high as per capita outVays for housing in growmg non- 
n eSopolitan areal. Outlays for agriculture and natural resources ac- 
crued predominantly to declining uonmetropolitan areas, where-on a 
per capita basis-they were over twice as high as in growing non- 
metropolitan areas. Per capita defense and space outlays were hig^iest 
in declining metropolitan counties ($473) and lowest in growing 
uonmetropolitan counties ($195) . 



DISTRIBUTION' BY rROGRAir TYPE 



Huvian resource development 

Selected human resource development outlays totaled $137.2 billion 
5n fiscal year 1975 and wore comprised of payments for public assist- 
ance, social security, and rehabilitation ($103.1 billion) ; health pay- 
ments and services ($26.8 billion) ; education ($2.8 Inl lion) ; and man- 
power training und emplovnient opportunities ($4.6 biUiou) (table 2) . 
Individual programs a re sliown in appendix table 1. 

On a per capita basis, human resource development outlays were 
hio-her in inetranolitan counties than in nonmetropolitan ones and 
higher in the core counties of p-eator SMSA's than in any other county 
"Toup (fig. 4). Outlavs were lowest in the fringe counties of the same 
size SMSA's. Kegiouillv, per capita outlays were highest m the North- 
cast and lowest in the. North Central region (table 4). On the basis of 
change in population during 1970-74, these outlays were highest in 
declining metropolitan counties and lowest in noniuetropolitan coun- 
ties experiencing recent gro>vth with net inmigration (table 5). . 

disproportioniue share of outlays of programs for income mam- 
tenance "-o to metropolitan counties. On the other hand, food stamp 
outlavs accrue disproportionately to nonmetropolitan counties. Hov 
instance, of the $5.3 billion for the maintenance assistance progi;am ad- 
ministered by the Social and llehabilitation Service of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 81.6 percent accrued^ to 
metropolitan oonntics, in contrast to 68.5 percent for benefits irom the • 
Food Stamp Program (app. table 1). Tliis difference in the metro- 
politan/nonmetropolitan distribution of Federal outlays for public 
assistance and food stamps is largely explained by differences in indi- 
vidual proffi-am pro> isious and the locat:ou of potential recipients de- 
fined by these provisions. The thrust of the HEW maintenance assist- 
ance program, which is heavily weighted by payments xinder the Aid 
to Families Avith Dependent Children (AFDC) program, is primarily 
tar<rcted to female-headed households. In, contrast, provisions of the 
Fowl Stamp Program include no "household type" limitations, onlj 
limitations on income and as.sets. Thus, the Food Stamp Program is 
taro-eted to all per.'^ons with incomes and assets below specified levels. 



many of wlioin arc among the working poor witliiu male-lieadea fami- 
lies. In nietropolit au areas, particularly in core counties of largo metro- 
politan areas, lo\y-mcome populations are comprised of largo nroiJor- 
tious ot pei-sons m female-headed families, while in nonmetropolitan 
counties, low-mcome people aro much more likely to be the a-^ed or 
mciiibcrs of families of employed male hcads.» Outlays of the Supple- 
mental becunty Income Program accrued disproportiouatclv to uon- 
mcLropolitan areas (MS percent). This disti-ibution is explained by 
the disproportionate share of older people in nonmetropolitan areas. 
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lABlE 5.-PEII CAPITA FEDERAL mm IH FISCAL YEAR 1«5 ACCRUING TO METRO AHO flOIiiIRO COONTIES BY POPULATION CHANGE. \m\ 



» . . Metiopolitan NonmetropolitJii 
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DepaMoltiousinpndUiban Development 
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Veleiaiis'Adiiiiiiistiatioii 
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Agiiciiltufeandnatyialiesoyfces: 

DirKtatticulttiie payments and ciopland adjustment... 4 0 - ! ! 1 31 8 12 

Faimloaiis 13 1 i < 4 92 32 .45 

Natoraliesouicesandcoiiseivatioi) 12 7 8 5 9 22 26 16 

Ejtensifliisenice 111112 2 1 



Total 30 9 14 10 16 14/ 67 74 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY RECEWT 
POPULATION GROWTH. FISCAL YEAR 1975 



DOLLARS 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR 
HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS, 
BY MAJOR CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975 



DOLLARS 
850 




I 1 



URBANIZED 



LESS 

upa^NlZEo 



TOTALLY 
RURAL 



Kc«jioiia.lly, per capita outlays for public at^sislancc, social socuril.V, 
and rehabilitation and health payments and services ^vere liijirhoot in 
the Northeast ($509 and $157), reflcctin^^ the high incidence of recip- 



kJ3 



leiitslof public assistance and related ])ro«:5rinns in the rc^rion. On tlie 
otJierUiand, selected education outlays, on a per capita basis, Avere liiH,- 
est in\the nonmelropolitan South, reflecting the lu<?li incid(-,ce of dis- 
advantjiofed children there and the resultin^r flow of Title T education 
funcisj For the United States as a whole, of the $1.54 billion ^mnt 
under the Title I pi-oonm,, ;r>.9 percent accrued to uoninch-opolitan 
counties. Keflectuinr the historical focus on meh-opolitun areas, uiau- 
]>ower trainin^^ outlays woi-e lii^i^hlv orieuteil to such areas, with 
pei-ceut acmnng to nietn^politau counties. The usi» of objective for- 
mulas, which began in 1975, will result in a more equitable distributioii 
nationally as prior year funding levels decrease in iuipoitance. 

Outlays for public assistance, social security, and roh.abilitntion as 
well as those for health payments and services were highest in declin- 
ing rnetropolitan areas and lowest in grooving metropolitan areas, re- 
flecting the dilferences in composition of their respective pojnilatious 
with respect, to age (as it relates to social securitv benefits) and pov- 
erty (as it relates to welfare and health payments) (table 5). 
ffousing 

Fedenil influence, in honsiufi: is [)riniarilv in the form of iruaran^eed 
and insured loans. These are not Federal outlays, but represent Fe'le^*al 
influence in the housing industry by insurinir or imaranteeina lojius 
made ])y private iiivcstoi*s. Some actual Federal oiitlavs for I'musing 
re^sult from Federal loans and grants from |;rogranis adminislcred by 
the Department of Agriunlturu's Farmers Home Adniiiusrration, the 
Depai-tinent of the Interior, the Department of Housing and T'l bau 
Development (HUD), and the Veterans AdmiiMstration. 

111 total, the selected housing outlays (the term ''outlays" as used 
bore includes guaranteed and insured 'joaiis) favor metropolitan over 
nonmetropolitan oreas. Metropolitan counties account for Sl.G percent; 
of all housing outlays while only 72.r> percent of the population reside 
in these areas (table 2). On a per capita basis, metropolitan areas re- 
ceived $85, compared with $50 for nounietropolitaii artms (table o). 
Fringe counties of the greater metropolitan areas received the greatest 
per ca])ita housing outlays ($89) followed closely bv medium and lesser 
uietmpolitan areas ($87 and $80, respectively). Despite the more nipid 
growth of nomuetropolitan comities in contrast to metropolitan coun- 
ties, per capita housing outlays to nonmoti^opclitan areas still lagged 
behind those of metropolitan areas. 

Oil a regional basis, the West received the I'.igliest Federal outlays 
for housing ($130 })er capita). The South ranked s<»cond ($88 per 
capita^ (tabid 4), With respect to recent cliangei^ in population, grow- 
ing metropolitan areas received tiro hifrhest housing outlays per capita 
($101), while declining noniuetropolitan areas iitbcoived the smallest 
amoimt ($39) (table 5). In both metropolitan ^nd nonmetropDlitan 
areas, growing counties received the highest outl;- ys ])er capita, while 
declining counties received the lowest. Howevoi^er capita housing 
outlays in growing nietropolitan counties were a'^^nost twice those h. 
growing nonmetropolitan counties. ^-'.^ « 
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As figure 5 indidites, the mis of housing outlays by agencies varied 
taeatly among coiinties grouped along the rural-to-urban dimension, 
with outlays fromOJSDA's Farmer Home Administration being rela- 
tively unimportani in metropolitan counties brit comprising a major 
portion of all Federal housing outlays in the more rural counties. In 
the most rural coimty groups, close to three-fourths of all Federal 
housing outlays were administered through the Farmers Home Ad- 
ministration. In metropolitan counties on the other hand,. 58 percent 
of the outlays caido from the Veterans Administration (V A) while 6i 
percent came f roTu HUD : only 5 percent came from the Farmei-s Home 

Administration. , r • j- -j 1 1, 

The metropoiitan/uoimietropohtaii distributir>u of mdividual no«&- 
ing program outlays is shown in appendix tabl2 2. Of the three largest 
programs— USDA's low- to uioderate-iueom<^ housing ($1.9 billion), 
HDD's moitgtige insurance iov homes ($4.0 billion), and VA'S giiar- 
autecd and iusj^ixhI loans ($8.3 billion )^'-^only the niuch smaller 
Fannei-s Home program favored nomnetropolitan counties. Th^ pro- 
portion of the major guaranteed and insured pix>grams in HUD and 
VA accniing to nonmctropolitaii counties was 7.3 percent and 9.6 per- 
cent, respecSvch'. On the other hand, 70.3 percent of the major Farm- 
ei-s Home program accrues to nomnetropolitan areas. 

> • The three tiollar commitment figures represent the face value ot loana made during 
the year. 
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Co7nmunlty and industrhil development 

Outlays for coiuinunit y iind industrial development favor nonnietro- 
politan areas, with per capita outlays totaling $161 in nonmetropolitan 
areas compared to $iU in metropolitan areas (tabled). This metropolis 
tiin/nomuetropolitan difference can be attributed to substantially 
higher uomuetropolitau outlays for hinfh /ays and industrial develop- 
inent (hguro 6). Hicrher uonmetro])oiita.i outlays for highways are 
LargeJy a function of the density of the population and large expanses 
of space; the higher outlays for industrial dcvelopnient indicate Fed- 
eral efforts to promote more development and employment in non- 
metropolitan areas. 

Regionally, per capita outlays for comnninity and industrial devel- 
opment were lowest in tlie Noiihetist ($105) and highest in the Sonth 
and West ($140 and $189, respecti^•eIy) (table 4). Outlays for v: dus- 
trial development are fairly evenly divided among the four regions; 
Uiose for community development are slightly higher in the South 
Per capita outlays for liighways are liiphest in the West ($5'i), fol- 
lowed by the South ($^13) and tlie North Central region ($36). For 
the sparsely settled nouuietropolitan West, per capita highway outlays 
totaled over threo times the national average. 

The nictvopolitan/iionmotropolitan distribution of outlays for indi- 
vidual programs is shown in appendix table 3. Of the selected com- 



26 



mimily devolopnient outlays of $17.0 billion, $6.1 billion was m the 
fojin of i-evenuo sharing funds. Although levcnuo sharing funds are 
allocated two-tlnrds to local govemincnts and ono-tlurd to bfcite gov^ 
emnients, these allocations are not shown separately in the i^edcral 
outlay data. Tluis, the mctropolitan/noninctropolitan distribution of 
revenue sharhig funds, which shows a metropolitan bias, is, in some 
sense, misleading sinct a majority of State government arc located 
in metropolitan comities. 
'Agriculture and ,)alV'ral resources 

Outlays for selected programs of agriculture and natural resovirces 
totaled $6.4 billion in liscal 1975. These outlays went to direct agncul- 
tnral payments to farmers and payments lor cropland adjustment 
(^.8 billion) , farm loans ($2.8 billion) , natural resources and conser- 
vation ($2.6 billion), and the agricultural extension service ($0.2 bil- 
lion) (table 2). These outlays iiccrued primarily to nonmetropolitan 
areal, which received 71.8 percent of the total vs. 28.2 percent for metro- 
politan areas. On a per capita basis, metropolitan counties averaged $30 
per capita in outlays for agriculture and natural resources progi'anis 
compared \\ith $79 for nomnetropolitan counties. For the totally rural 
iionmecropoiittin counties not adjacent to an SMSA, these outlays on a 
per capita basis w'^re $17G (figure 7). These figures are considerably 
lower than in previous years because of a reduction in direct payments 

to fanners. , . , , . i 

On a regional basis, per capita agriculture and natural resource out- 

' lays_.were liigliest in the West ($49) and lowest in the Northeast ($5). 
Tfe West received the bulk of its outlays for natural resources and 
conservation, wliile in the North Central and Southern regions more 
than 50 percent of agriculture and natural resource outlays were for 
faim loans and direct payments. Declining nonmetropohtan counties 
received more than twice the per capita outlays of growmg nonmetro- 
politan counties— $147 compared to $67. / x i 

Appendix table 4 gives the breakdown of agriculture and natural 

• resource Outlays bv individual programs. Since liscal Wul the-c lias 
been a lar<re shift "in the emphasis of agricultural programs. In nscsij 
1974, $2.5 billion went for direct agricultural payments and crop and 
conservation. In 1975, these programs accounted for only $0,7 billion. 
Natui-al resources and conservation, on the other hand, increased from 
$1.1 billion in fiscal 1974 to $2.6 billion. 

Defeme and space 

Per capita outlays for defense and space were over twice as great 
in metropolitan counties ($445) as :;n nomnetropolitan counties ($210) 
(figure 8). These figures mirror the fact that most ma]or defense and 
space installations are located in metropolitan areas. ^ , - 

Keffionally, the West had the highest per capita outlays for defense 
and space ($636) and the North Central region had the lowest ($198) . 
In tei-ms of population change, declining metropolitan areas received 
the greatest outlays for defunse and space, again suggestmg maior 
inst^lations in counties containing the inner cities of large bMbAs 
whidi in i^jcent y(^i\v^ have lo.st population. -i 

Appendix table 5 gives the metropolitan/nomnetropolitan distribu- 
tion of more spec'fic defense a: d space outlays. 
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APPENDIX TABLt l.~PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOUftCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO ANO NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR lW5 



Metropolitan (percent cf United States) 



Nonmetropolitan (percent of United StbteO ' 
Urbanized Less urbanized TMnly popu 



PioRianj P5me (Agency) 

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVtLOPMENT— 
WELFARE ANO REHABILITAVION 

Department of Agriculture: Food stamp 10.551 
bonus coupons > (FNS). 

Departmiint of Interior: 
Indian social services (BIA): 
■ Coun.«ling 15. 132 



CI DA 

No. Type of assistance 



Welfare assistance 15. i03 

Total , 



AS & Ci. 
Direct pay 
do... 



Unemptoyni&nt 1,453. 



Department of Labor: 
insurance (ETA) 

Veterans' Administration: 

Dependents indemnity and death bene- ... 809 i 

f:lS.« 

Pensions for widows and childrec = 64. .'05 Direct payments 1, 123. 3 

Veterans disability compensation- Sfiir- 64.109 do .. , 3,701.3 

ice connected.^ . . 

Vetejans disability pension— Ntnservice 64. 104 ... .do 1,531.0 

Connected.! 

Veterans educational assistance 64.111 do 4,091.2 

Veterans burial award and mi. eltefieous ' 158. 0 

Rehabilitation training for drs2.i|od vet< 64.116 Direct payments, ' 72.1 

erans.' - ^ AS & C training. 









Greater 












Non- 




Non- 




Total 










Me. 






Adja- 


adja> 


Adja- 


ndja. 


Adja- 


(millions) 


Total 


Total 


Core 


Fringe 


dium 


Lesser 


Total 


cent 


cent 


cent 


cent 


cent 


Kl<>4.8 


68.5 


38.1 


31.9 


6.2 


21.6 


8.7 


31.5 


6.2 


4.1 


7.7 


'8.6 


1.8 


6.7 


21.2 


2.7 


1.2 


1.5 


11.7 


6.9 


78.8 


8.9 


9.2 


11.8 


20.9 


2.3 


<38.7 


12.9 


1.3 


1.8 


0 


8.2 


2.9 


87.1 


4.5 


2.7 


5.9 


16.1 


1.3 


8.2 


16.9 


3.8 


3.8 


0 


9.4 


3.6 


83.1 


5.8 


5.8 


5.9 


28.3 


1.2 


BS.e 


14.3 


2 2 


2.0 


.2 


8.7 


3.4 


85.7 


5.1 


3.8 


6.5 


18.2 


1.4 


1,453.0 


79.2 


38.3 


31.0 


7.4 


31.2 


9.6 


20.8 


6.5 


3.4 


4.0 


5.3 


.6 



73.6 39.7 27.7 11.9 24.6 9.3 26.4 



73.1 
?4.4 



40.2 
40.8 



27.2 
28.3 



13.0 
12.5 



24.0 
42.6 



8.9 
9.1 



26.9 
25.5 



70. 4 36. 6 25. 1 



11.4 24.2 



9.6 29.6 



75.1 
75.9 
74.2 



42.6 
44.1 
39.8 



30.7 
30.5 
28.0 



11.8 
13.6 
11.8 



23.6 
23.3 
24.8 



8.9 
8.5 
9.6 



24.9 
24.1 
25.8 



6.4 

6.8 
6.6 

6.8 

6.1 
6.5 
6.4 



3.9 

3.9 
3.8 

4.5 

3.8 
3.4 
3.8 



6.4 
5.9 

6.9 

5.9 
5.7 
6.1 



6.3 6.8 



6.6 
6.3 

7.7 

6.2 
5.8 
6.5 



1.2 

1.1 
1.0 

1.3 

1.0 
.9 
1.0 



Total 




74.0 


4U.8 


28.6 


12.1 


24.1 


9.1 


26.0 


6.5 


3.9 


6.L 


6.5 


1.1 


Railroad Retirement Board: 




























Social insurance, railroad workers: 
































69.1 


34.6 


26.7 


7.9 


23.5 


11.0 


30.9 


7.9 


4.6 


6.7 


8.8 


1.1 


Unemployed' 


74. 3 


68.3 


37.0 


28.5 


3.5 


20.8 


10.5 


31.7 


7.7 


4.9 


7.1 


9.1 


1.0 


Total 




69.1 


34.7 


26.7 


7.9 


23.4 


n.o 


30.9 


7.9 


4.6 


6.7 


8.8 


1.1 



See footnotes at end of table. 
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APPLNDIX TABLE IrPlRCENI DISmiBUIION Of FEDERAL OUTLAYS fOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONM'JfiO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR IMnlW 

NoiiinetropDHtan(pefcent of United Stilei) 
Metropolitan (peiceotolUfliteil Slates) Uibanized Lesiurbaniied Thioly populated 



dealer Non- Non- , I 

CFOA Tola! Me- Adja- ail|a' Adja- adja- Wji' ad|i' 

Pio{r3moaiiie(A{eiicy) No, Type ol assistance (millions) Total Total Core Fringe dioii) Lesser Total cent cent cent cent / cent cent 



Ciiil Service Conwion; CN service 6,EI) ?<.6 30,6 13,3 22,5 8.3 2U U. 3.5 5,& U 1.3 

reliremDnt and disability lund.) 



Department ol Health, Ed'Jcatioi and 
WdlartiSSA); 
Social socuiity: 

Disabililyinsyiance' 11 802 Diiect grants 7,6215 6M 36,9 2?.3 9.5 22,6 9.0,31,6 7,5 ( 1 7.7 8,2 1,5 2.5 

■ Retlremerttinsunnce^ 13,803 do <0, 370,8 71,0 <0J_JIUL-10rM2rl— Jrnrr 7,* 3,6 7.0 7.3 1.2 2.5 

Survivors wancei 13.805 do K 232.4 70,7 39.6 28.3 ILJ 22,5 8.6 29,3 7,2 3,8 7.2 7.5 1,2 U 

S()ecialtieneli!5.(liiabledcoalniiners'... 13.806 do 330,6 (1,1 11 7 5,9 5,8 23.0 8,1 57,2 12,0 5,1 12,1 20.5 2.B U 

Spl8nion!aheciiii',nr» 13. 807 do W 38.1 33.3 U 17,9 8,7 35,2 5,8 U 8,9 9.8 2,0 3.9 

Total 67,396.3 39.3 29,< 9,9 22,0 8.6 30.1 7.3 3.r 7,3 .7.8 1.3 Ifi 



Depaiimenl of lleallli, Education, aiid i , 
Welfaie(SRSV 

Public assisMaintenance assist- 13.761 Formula (rants 5,341,5 81,6 SU <6,2 8.6 19.8 7,0 \U U 2,7 13.7 4.5 1.3 IS 

ance,' ' 

Handrjppedeailvcbildlioodassistance.. 13.444 Projeclpls 11.0 78,7 37.6 31,3 6,3 24,7 16,3 21.3 6.0 6,2 3.1 3,0 U 1.1 

Cliilddlaresflf^ices' 13. 707 Formula grants 48.5 73,4 40.0 32,9 7. 1 24,3 9. 1 26,6 5.5 4. 2 5,6 7,1 1.9 U 

Oeielopmental disabie:, basic sup- 13. 753 do 32.8 71.7 35.0 54.2 10,8 25,0 11.6 28.3 '7.7 3.7 6.3 7.3 U 2.2 

poll,' 

Public assistance: 

Social seivicei 13,754 do 2,041.8 77,3 46.6 39,3 7.3 19.5 11,2 22. 7 5.1 3.0 5.4 6. 1 1.1 2.C 

State and localtraininB 13,724 do 46,1 73,3 46.4 37,6 8.9 17.9 9.0 26.7 5.1 3.4 5.5 9.0 1.2 U 

Rfhabilitation services and. facilities, 13. 746 do 682.8 67.9 34.5 22.6 11.9 2?,8 9.6 32.1 7.3 4,6 7.5 8, 4 1.5 U 

basic support, 

Work iflcenlives programs, cbild 13.748 do 69.3 81.1 49.1 38.9 10.2 21.8 10.2 18.9 4.8 3.0 3.6 5.0 .9 If 

Developmental disabilities; 

Demonstration facilitiesandtrainin^.. 13,760 Pfojeilgranls 4.6 82.fi 54,1 47.4 6,7 18.6 9,9 17.4 16,2 . 6 0 . 6 0 0 

Special projects 13,759 .. ..do 16.8 80,1 38.4 316 6.8 25.9 15.7 19,9 4.9 5 8 2.4 5.0 1.7 .S 

Vocational lebabilitation services, sKial 13.747 Diiectpts 82.3 68,4 35.8 21,9 11.9 23,0 9,6 31.6 7.2 4.8 7.4 8.1 1.4 l\ 

security disability benelits. 

TotaL.;. 8,377,4 79.2 50.7 42. 1 8.6 20.2 8.4 20.8 5,0 3.0 4,5 5.3 U U 

'■ I .- - . i i.iii i -- -■■ I " . — ■ II -- I ■ — ""' ..iii i'" !.-: ' .. . - -. --. Bi^ — .., — i — .-^,...^ 
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13.801 do 


3,]66.6 


73.0 


44.3 


35,1 


9.2 


111 


7.9 


27.11 


6.7 


3.2 


6.9 


6,8 


U 


2. 


aoce.* 


























Total 




14,143.8 


71,9 


43.4 


34,1 


9.4 


20.6 


7.8 


28.1 


6,9 


3.2 


7,1 


7.2 


1.2 


2. 



See footnotes at end of table. 



mmi TABLE l.-P[liC[NI DISTRIBUIION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUiaAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR IWonlld 

Nonnietiopolitaiilperceiil of URlled Stale)) 

_ — ■ — — 1 " — ' — " — • — 

liteKopolltan (peicenl ol Unitoil States) Mm\ Leij yibanized Thinly popyl 



dealer Noii' ' \m' I 

CFOA Tola! ^ Me- Adla* adja- '4i- adja- Adja* ! 

Pioiiainnatiie(Ai!eiKy) No. Type of assistance .(millions) Total Total Coie Fiiost diupi Lesser Total cent cent cent cent cent 



Depaitment of Mealtli, Edncation, and 
Wellari(SltS): 

toprehensivelidMl^niiinHie^ Nectp^^ 16J 39.4 3.5 3U 11.2 RS 3.7 5.0 2.1 2.6 .2 

wide (rants. 

U rnanpower-Education initiative 13.3$0 Project pis, con- 18,1 89.2 72.7 57.0 15.7 13. 5 3.0 10.8 U 23 U U .2 

awards. tracts. 

Compieliensive healthplannini (rants... !3. 207 11. 1 81.5 19. 4 17,0 2.4 46.7 15.3 18. 5 9.8 5.2 1.1 2.2 0 

llealtli service researcli and development 13.22G Project irants, con- 110.5 92.0 52.0 47.4 4.6 33.8 6.3 8.0 2.2 4.8 0 .S .2 

trantsandcontiacls. tracts. 

Emertency medical service system re- 13.28S do 6.4 86.4 44.8 44.2 . 6 20.0 21.6 13.6 ,i 9.7 1.4 2.2 0 

seaicli. 



Total 162.9, 90.1 50.5 45.1 5.4 32.0 7.7 h 3.0 4.8 .5 1.2 .1 



Department ol Nealtli, Edycation, and 
Welfare, other aiencies; 
Mental health (ADMH.^): 

Hospital improvement jranls 13.237 Piojedpls 6.0 62.1 29.5 18.4 110 24.5 8.1 37.9 8.3 9,1 10.9 9.6 O 

Trainiflipts 13.244 do 87.7 91.3 60.2 54.6 5.6 20,3 10.7 8.7 4,^ 3,0 .6 .7 0 

■ ChiWren'i service 13.259 rib lU 79.2 37. 1 34.6 2.5 30.8 11.3 20.8 5.6 7.8 2.1 5.3 0 

Conimynity mental health cenleis 13.240 do 184.7 73.2 33.2 27.4 5.8 24. 4 15.7 . 26,8 8.6 7.9 3.4 6.3 .* 

Narcotic Addiction Rehabililation Act 13.239 Direct payments, 154.6 95.3 44,8 40.4 4,4 43.3 7,2 4,7 2.7 1.6 .2 .'i 0 
contracts, service. 

Alcohol demonstration ptotram 1^ 252 Project pts, con- 17.3 71.5 4?.0'- 39.7 3.3 20.5 8.0 28.5 7.2 6.1 3.3 5.9 .6 

tracts. 

DiDtabus'); 

Coitimynity service proirams.... 13.235 do 4 1.0 0 0 0 79.3 20,7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mration program 53.254 Pro|tctpts 1.0 lOO.O 13.2 0 13.2 65.0 21,8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SpecialproramstDrtliiia|in|i(OS)....13,i Fcrmylaandprojevl 232,3 'iU 19,0 17,3 1.7 54,0 16.4 10,6 6.7 2.2 .5 1.1 0 

iranls. 



Total 711.6 85.7 34.7 30.7 4.0 37.9 13.1 14.3 6.0 4.0 U 2.6 .1 



Dapaitiientoflnleiior; 
Indian education (EilA): 

Adult 15.100 Trainiiil 39.5 25,7 10.8 9.1 1.7 13.0 1.9 74.3 12.4 2.8 7.4 23.3 U 

Oflimiloty operations 15.109 Services 28.6 12,3 16 1,6 0 8,5 2.2 87,7 10.7 10.0 21.9 24.6 1.1 

Federal sclioils..:. 15.110 Tiaining 69.9 25.1 7.6 7.4 .2 14.7 2.7 74.9 8.1 6.1 .14 16.3 2.3 

D 



Coiitficbwlll)lnilin3clioolboirilL.J$.l()$;Di(ectpayiiien^^^ 413 \U U U 0 U U 87.2 10.4 $.2 lU 19,S i7 29.4 

piopirt^use. 

A»htinu to non'redeial schools ISjaO'Dlrectppenls 28,2 30.2 lU lU 0 1S.D .5 89.8 5.8 11.7 2,1 2U 0 2S,9 

'fslllB 15.11Uiojeclpts 13.1 21.7 5.5 4.6 . 9 10.5 5.7 78.3 11.4 10.0 10.8 24,1 1.1 . 218 



Tolal 226.7 21.5 7.0 6.5 .4 12.2 2.3 78.5 9.5 6.7 14.9 20.7 2.2 ,24.5 



Dtpafimgnl of Htalth, Ediictllon, and 

mm 

Indian education, pts to be 13.534 Formuls (rant] 1.6 12,2 I) 0 0 12.2 0 87.8 0 0 14,3 30.6 4.0 39.0 

EiWieiicy school aid biliniual project.. J3. 528 Piojec^ 1.6 100.0 100,0 100.0 0 0 C 0 0 J 0 0 0 0 

Emafw school aid, ptJ to lease.... 13, 525 do 66,2 80.6 39.1 30,4 8,7 33,5 8,0 19,4 4,2 1,5 U 3,3 ,4 2,0 

£meimschooialdAcl,pilotpiO|fam. 13.526 , ....do 11,4 67.3 28,1 26.0 2,1 21,0 12,3 32,7 1,? 3,0 9,3 9.1 5.9 3,7 

il-HeadStart 13,600 Pfoject pis 413,8 64,1 31.5 26.6 4,9 22.0 10,6 35.9 7,5 6.8 7.8 10,0 ,8 3.0 

contracts, 

13. 420 do '4.6 98.5 76.9 61,8 15. 1' 18.3 3.3 1.1 0 1.5 0 0 0 0 

, at: 

Caiearcpportunitles 13, 421, Project pts 1.8 74.5 48.4 48.4 0 11.4 14.6 25.6 0 5. 2 0 20.3 0 0 

Uil)an-ru(al props 13,505 do 5,3 77.2 , 34.3 34.3 0 40.0 3.0 22.8 1.8 0 0 12.0, 1.6 7.4 

EdycationalMupMchlldrei]~L«ase.. 13,428 Formula pis 1,538,9 66.1 39. 1 32.5 6.6 19. 1 7.9 33.9 M 4,0 8,4 9,3 19 3.1^ 

Basic education oppoitunlly pis 13.539 Project pts 131,8 75,1 42.1 37,6 4.5 22,2 10,9 24,9 7,9 4,3 4.8 6.7 . 4 .8 

Emeriency school aid: 

Special programs and projects 13. 529 do 10.3 8S.5 50.4 42.2 8,2 28,9 10,2 10,5 2.3 4.1 1,8 2,3 0 0 

Spedalprops 13.532 do 5.6 89.7 54.9 54,9 0 23.4 11,4 10.3 6.6 0 3.7 0 0 0 

Followlhrouih 13.433 do 41,J 73.9 37.4 30,4 7.0 23.7 12.8 26.1 5.1 5,5 4.5 4.2 1.3 5.* 

Indian education; 

Adulllndian education 13,536 do 3.5 35.5 16.0 14.0 2.0 16.6 2.8 64.5 4.4 7.2 5.0 37.5 0 10.3 

Special propmj and pfojeclj 13.535 do 10.2 36.5 17.2 17.2 0 14.4 4.8 63.5 5,9 8.3 8.4 16.7 1,5 22./ 

RploreaHliniinationoliiiitBracy.. 13.533 do 10,0 80.2 31.7 25.7 6.0 34.5 14.0 ,19.8 5.8 4.0 1.6 4.8 1,7 1.S 

Special programs for children with 13.520 Projects pti, 19 82.5 28.8 28.8 0 43.6 10.1 17.5 0.9 10.5 .1 0 0 0 
speciliclearnin2disai)ilities. contracts. 

SuppMal education centers and 13,516 Projeclirants 14,3 70.1 35.9 23.3 12.7 23.7 10.4 28.9 9,4 4.6 4.5 7.3 1,4 2.7 

services, special projects, and pro* 
, trams. 

Taksearch 13.488 ......do 5.8 7U '42.2 37.4 4.8 22.7 13.4 21,7 3,6 5.7 3:2 6.6 .5 2,1 

ardbound.. 13,492 :....do 40,3 73,7 37.3 33.6 6.7 24.8 lU 26.3 8.0 4.8 5.5 6.4 .2 L3 



Total 2,319.4 67.1 37.8 31.6 6,2 20,6 8.8 32.9 6.6 4,5 7.8 9.0 1.5 3.5 

Department of Ittalth, Education, and Wei* ' 
fai«(NI£): 

Education research a Id development. 13.575 Pioject grants, 57.8 88.0 65.5 56.5 9.0 16.8 5.7 12,0 1.5 . 2 0 10.3 0 0 



contracts. 



Velerans'Adniinistralion; Dependents edu- 64.117 Direct payments 155.7 73.3 37.9 27.3 10,5 25.5 9,9 26,7 6,4 4,1 6.4 6.7 1.1 2.C 



Department of interior: Indian employ- 15.108 Project pts, 17.8 56.4 46,6 46.3 .1 6.5 3,5 43.6 7.6 12.7 3.6 9.2 . 7 9,S 
ment assistance. AS&l 



It! 



APPENOIK TABLE l-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 197S-Coiilinuiil 



lionmstfopolilan(pe(ceiit of United Stiles) 



Metiopolitan(porcintolUnitail States) Uibanlzed LesiuiUed Thinly populated 



Gfeater Non- Hon- Noii< 

CfOA Total Me- Ail|j' adja- Adja- adja- Adja- adja- 

Pro|rannaMe(Am) flo. Typeof3);ite (inillioni) Total Total ,Co[e Fringe dium Lesaer Total, .cent cent cent cent cent nnl 



MANPOWER TRAINING AND EMPLOY- 
MENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Deoartinent of Labor: 

llETAIillelfCOinprelienjiveRianpowef 17.232 Formula and 1.915.5 89.6 42.8 3U 5.7 34,9 12.0 10.4 5.2 II .4 2.0 .1 .1 
(nA). piojertgiJDtj. ^ 

CETAtilelUubllcei[)loyment(ETA)... 17.232 do 642.3 86.6 5U 45.5 6.2 a9 U 13.4 5.3 U U .5 1.3 .6- 

CETA title III, ipecial Federal refponie 17.232 do 244.5 84.0 55.0 50.7 4.3 19.7 9.2 16.0 3.1 2.6 2.5 3.0 . 3 4.6 

(ETA 

CETAIiielV,lobCofpj(ETA) 11232 do 166.0 81.0 , 52.4 40.0 12.4 27.5 1.0 19.0 1.4 . 2 3.1 4.9. .6 8.8 

CETA title Vlemermiotiipiop 17.232 do 84^.3 92.1 53.1 46.0 7.1 28,9 10.0 7,9 4.9 1,4 .4 ,8 0 .4 

m 

Older Americinj 'comnlty seivice 12,0 99,3 99,6 99,6 0 . 3 C .1 0 0 0 ,1 0 0. 

employment ' 

Worlt'iitentlveipfop 129.8 51.0 32,4 32.2 . 3 50.6 8.0 9,0 6.4 1.8 , 3 , 6 0 0 

PtoentjeivicwtTA) 493.6 82.6 41,4 37.6 3.8 31.5 9.7 17.4 5,8 4,1 2.4 4,8 .1 ,1 



Total 4,446.1 88.3 46,8 41,0 5.8 31.5 10.1 11.7 5,1 2.5 1.0 2,0 .3 J 



ACTION* 

Fojltf'lldnilpaieiihpifljfiiiii Ml Piojectpls.. 

NiiedSMiofVolunlMipipi) 

SMiorCoinpjnionpio^iani ilo 

Total 

CoitimunityServittsAiliiiinisNion; 
Older pemoiipDttuniliMind services. 49,010 Project tDnts, 

contracts. 

Symmer Youth Corps 



Total M 82.9 



Coniiiiii!iltyservlcestr9lnln||raiil3(SRS). 13.763 Project trants... 

Manpower training and devolapment, 17.915 

Institution traliiln{(0O. 

YoytNdtlopiittntan'Idolln^ulncypre' 13,610 Project rants. 
ventionM' 
ainl 



Total 

Grand total. 



28.1 


•in ^ 

79.7 


fin A 

28,8 


fit 1 

24.1 




34,1 


lb, 5 


20.3 


3.3 


c n 

5,0 




1 f 


A 
0 


) 9 
11 


15.9 


64.2 
74.0 


32.0 


22.4 


9.6 


22,0 


10.2 


3S.S 


u 


6.6 






U 


1.8 


U 


59.0 


59,0 


A 

0 


9,1 


5.9 


26.0 


1 J 

7.4 


3,5 


0 


4,0 


1 A 

4.0 


U 


45.fi 


74.1 


31,0 


24.7 


6.3 


29.0 


14.1 


25.9 


8.1 


5.5 


4.8 


6,7 


.6 


tl 


7.4 


55.5 


AA I 

28.1 


Aa ^ 

24,7 


3.4 


17.1 


in 1 

10. z 


44.3 


0 A 

8.0 


A J 

9.4 


1A A 

10,0 


13.5 


1 A 

1.0 


2.6 


16.6 


95.1 


50,9 


44.2 


6,7 


35.5 


D 1 

8./ 


4.9 


2.0. 


.8 


.1 


.9 


0 


.3 


24.0 


82.9 


43.9 


38.2 


5,7 


29,8 


9.2 


17.1 


4.2 


3,4 


3.1 


4.8 


.3 


1.2 


8.9 


90,7 
98.1 


54,3 


47.7 


6,5 


25.8 


10.6 


9,3 


2.3 


4*. i 


.4 


1.6 


0 


0 


6.5 


4S.7 


47.9 


1.8 


26,1 


22.3 


1 A 

1.9 


1.6 


0 


A 

0 


,3 


A 

0 


A 

0 


4.2 


aa a 

89.9 


5o.7 


42,9 


12.8 


25,1 


9.0 


lA 1 

10.1 


A 

0 


3,2 


1.2 


4.1) 


1 

J 


u 


1.2 


99.9 


aa a 

99.9 


aa a 

99.9 


A 

0 


A 

0 


0 


4 

.1 


.1 


0 




A 
0 


0 


0 


20,8 


93.4 


55.8 


49.8 


5.9 


24.2 


13.3 


6.6 


1.5 


2.8 


.4 


l? 


0 


.2 


137,146.6 


72.5 


41.6 


32.2 


9.4 


22,3 


8.6 


27.5 


6.8 


3.6 


6,5 


7.1 


1.2 


2.4 



iTootilalncltyestimateUtiecflunlyfigiiresareproratedOiithetasijolthaporlionoltliepopylj- «Stjlelotal$l)ajed on italistical tabulations derived (rorninoilya^^ 
tlon in k city relative to tie coontv opyiatlon. toWs P'»i«'«^ '""n D»«nibBf payments o( prior liscal year to arrive al foil-year totals; records of 

iThstechnifluepioiatesoutlby! to Wlies on the basi' of the fraction of the State's spec^ city and county paypt distripytionrnainjained on ZIP code^ 
Mflup nopylatloy in a coynty or city (o.!,, recipient of a specilc service, State employfts, veterans). 'Stale tobis are based on average monthly annuities applied to the national fijyie. Proration tc 
' ^ counties and cities ij based on population. 

> AS U-advisory services and counseling. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2.~.PERCEflT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OOTLAyS FOR HOUSING IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1315 



Metfopolitan (percent of DnitedSlile]) 



^^fioniDelfopoliljn(pefceiilol United Slatej) 
Uibaniud imMM Thinly populaltd 



CFOA 



Total 



Gieater 



Non- Non' Non* 
aijja< Adja- adja- Adja- adja- 



No. Typeofajsisiaoce (iliooa) Total Total Cofa Fiinge diuin les«f Total 5 3 Z Z Z Z 



DepaitiiientofA(ricullufe(FinliA): 

blself-blphousinitwl'nical assist. \m Pfolectjianli...,.., |U 30.7 3,8 3.8 , 0' 25.1 1.8 59.3 M V (8 8,5 0 U 

SeWpliousinilanddevelflpn3nlloans.l0.4!l Oiieclandlll ' ' .2 o 0 0 0 0 0 EO 100.0 0 0 0 0 o 

loans'. ' ' ' . 

Veiylowincome oyjinifopalfloans 10.41) G| loans 0 3.7 2.0 .1 19 n 37 %i n y m m to 911 

hMMm 10.405 P(gpti,GI 8.1 48.1 0 0 0 31 5 15 7 51 3 U 23 5 I! SI 2.1 

LflwIomfljefatBlwWnE 10410 GlloanL 1,501.7 23.7 7.7 1.2 6.6 12.3 9.7 70.3 12 5 7 0 169 Jis n n 

WWnjsiteto 10.411 DirectandGlloanj.. 2.0 32.7 0 0 31 I ? 1 P 

yfalfinla Wnjto^ 0.415 Gl loans 2914 30.7 8.2 1.6 6.5 1 8 I | 1' i n : . 

Farm labor hoysinjpts 10.405 Piojact pis, Gl 5.0 72.9 0 0 0 35:2 37:7 lu li\ 0 0 0 0' 

loans. ' " " 

30.0 7.7 1.2 as 117 9.5 70.0 R5 6.9 1^9 21.5 '4.4 7.8 
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mtnKflPMC): 

mihrnMiim 1U18 CIta 9^// 5M 38.0 \U 319 10.4 7.3 2.7 1.5 1.3 U .1 .1 

Pfopertyiinpfovenentloanj 11.112 do m 111 50,5 33.4 17,0 21,1 7.7 20,7 5.6 3.5 U 5.2 .6 1.5 

y'baiiwiwwalWiij 1U39 do 5,2 92.1 518 5U 0 40,5 0 7.6 0 0 1) 7.6 0 0 

,„ fioopjfrtiveliousiniiiiyestof sponsored. 1U24 do 5 100,0 11)0,0 lo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

i«- fiursini home] and related can facil' 11 



1U23 do 70.8 88.3 47.1 35,7 10.5 23.6 17.6 11,7 0 2,7 . 9 4.9 1.6 U 



do 26.0 97.4 85.5 63,3 22.2 4.9 7.0 2.6 1.2 0 0 1.4 0 0 

.r" Nalteiii«(ortlieeld6fly 14,133 do 9.0 100.0 10O.O 61,7 38.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

"1 HiillifamilyfeotalWnj 14,151 do 8 100,0 64.1 64,1 0 23.9 12,1 0 0 0 U 0 0 0 

HoyiinjinoldefdeclininEaieis 14.123 do.. 6,4 100,0 100,0 100,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Lo»f'inodarateiMeWoHaH4.137 ....do 193.0 88,1 42.2 18,3 23.9 29,1 16.8 11 9 4.7 1,4 3.5 2.3 0 0 

ketinljfesl'fale. 

PfOjiittji»itll2f8foprtgte 1.7 80.1 80,1 13,3 68,7 0 0 19,9 0 8,2 11.7 0 0 0 

CflOJlfiictioHffetiabilitalionolcoiHll^ ^ 8,9 93,5 55,6 38,7 16.9 21.5 16.4 3,5 6,5 0 0 0 0 0 

domlnioiii). 

InlefesI reductloii ppenls-renlil 14.103 Diieclpaynianls, 299.8 84.1 54,3 43.7 10,5 25,6 4,2 15.9 6.6 3,3 2.8 3,2 0 3 
and M'Op housiig-low-income Glloans. 
fatnllies. 

ItilefestsulisidMCiiuisitioiiaodfe' 14.104 do 3 73,6 0 0 0 73,6 0 26,4 0 26,4 0 0 0 0 

habilitalion of lioine^ lof resale to 
loll income families. 



Total. 



Department ollntorior(BIA): 

Indian Itotisingiitipfowments 15.116 Piojeclpls. ... 

lis 15,115 T«i]|,ASSC, 

information,' 



Tfllal 

Veterans' Administration; 



Total 

Grand total 

> 01 loans^guaranteed/iiisured loans; AS & C^'ad^'isory services and counseling. 





90.3 


50.6 


37.3 


13;3 


29,7: 


10.0 


5,7 


3.3 


2.1 


1.8 


1.9 


.2 


.3 


7,9 


27.8 


11.4 


9,5 


1.9 
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4.5 


72,2 


8.5 


8,8 


12.4 


22.7 


3.2 


\il 


6,2 


17.6 


7,8 


3,1 


4,7 


7.0 


2,8 


8M 


8.1 


14,5 


12,2 


15.3 


0 


32.3 


"l4.1 


23,3 


9.8 


6.7 


3.1 


9,7 


3.8 


76.7 


8.3 


11.3 


12.3 


19.5 


1.8 


23.5 


8,296,5 


90.4 


52.0 


33.3 


18.7 


28.4 


10.3 


9.6 


3,9 


2,5 


1.7 


1.2 


.2 


.2 


65,? 


32.3 


27.9 


24.3 


3.6 


2.4 


2.0 


67.7 


9.7 


7.9 


13.4 


28.4 


U 


5.7 


. 8,362,7 


89.9 


51.8 


33.2 


18.6 


27.9 


10.2 


10.1 


3.9 


2.S 


1.7 


1.4 


.? 


.3 


15,921,4 


81.6 


45.2 


30.1 


15.1 


26..1 


10.0 


16.4 


4.9 


3.0 


3.9 


4.4 


.8 


1.4 
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Program 



COMMUt 
I 

COMMU 

Department of 
Water and \ 

rural comr 
Rural commi 

(FS), 
Water and s( 
Rural telephi 
S. & E., FmH 
S. & E., REA 
Community 1 
Water and w 
Recreation U 
Rural Electril 
Rural telepht 
Indian trifaea 

(FmHA). 

ToUL. 

Ospartment of 
Economic d 
works if 
Grants anc 
developi 
Appalachian 

(0/S). 
AppalarJifan 
assistance 
Economic de 
District op 
Special e< 
justmen 
State and 
plannini 
Support f< 
Technical 

Redonal eco 
(RAPC). 

Total-.. 
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TABIE 3.-PERf ENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEUDAL OUTIAYS m COMMUNITy AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT IN METSO AND JiONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1975 



Metiopolitan (pefcent ol United State}) Urbanized Le» ufbaniied Thinly populated 



Greater Non- Non- Non* 

, , CFDA Total Me- Adja- ndja- Ao|a. adja- Adja- idja' 

ne(Atcncy) No. Type of aiiislance (millioni) Total Total Core FtiDKe dium Lesser Total cent cent cent cent cent cent 

fANDINOHSTRIAl 
ELOPMENT 

Y DEVELOPMENT 

iculttire: 

e disposal systems lor 10.418 Gl loans, proji 

ItiesiFmHA). irants.i 



'efantj(FiiiHA) 

bank loans (REA) 10.852 Direct loans. 



I disposal loans (FmllA)...10. 418 do. 

ly loans (FmHA) 10.413 do. 



lom»{FmHA) 10.851 



{1S5.8 


24.1 


4.4 


1.3 


3.1 


119 


7.7 


75.9 


8.7 


4.9 


23.6 


22,6 


3.9 


3.3 


93.6 


87.4 


47.7 


39.7 


2.5 


3.7 


6.4 
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6.4 


0 


0 


0 


19.4 


17.0 


0 


0 


0 


13.0 


3.3 


83.0 


16.9 


4.7 


19.5 


13.4 


8.1 


160.2 

■ m 


22.6 


7.7 


.3 


7.3 


10.9 


4.1 


77.4 


12.6 


4.0 


22.7 


15.4 


6.5 


33.4 


15.6 


13.9 


1.7 


12.7 


10.1 


61.6 


6.9 


7.6 


14.5 


20.2 


3.4 


15.9 


83.2 


72.5 


70.7 


1.8 


8.5 


8.1 


10.8 


1.4 


4.2 


2.3 


2.1 


.5 


199.9 


22.3 


8.8 
6.5 


l.Z 


7.6 


11.4 


2.1 


77.7 


3,5 


12.9 


29.2 


23.8 


3.2 


4E8.8 

.7 


38.5 


2.4 


4.1 


18.0 


14.1 


61.5 


8.4 


4.1 


19.3 


19.0 


3.0 


55.9 


20.2 


0 


20.2 


28.1 


7.5 


44.1 


3.6 


0 


0 


39.1 


0 


U06.3 


22.1 


10.9 


.7 


10.2 


4.8 


6.4 


77.9 


'4.9 


6.6 


18,5 


27.0 


7.2 


399.9 


28.1 


6.7 


.6 


6.2 


12.3 


9.0 


7L9 


7.5 


1.8 


19.7 


18.1 


7.9 
D 


9.7 


41.4 


0 


0 


0 


0 


41.4 


58.6 


.4 


2.6 


15.5 


20.7 



DHierce: 

opment (EDA;: Pu^c 11.304 Project Kra<it:., 
^tpfoiedJ, 

ins for public works and 11.300 Project trants, 

ital facilities. direct loflns, 



3.457.3 25.1 9.7 1.7 8,0 8.8 7.7 73.9 6.2 5.9 19.6 23.5 6.1 12.6 



latfl resource teclinical 



pent (EDA): 

ft ■ 



onil assistance 11.306 Project jrants. 



distance. 

il economic development 11.305 do. 



4* II 



Stance 11.303 Project grants, 

infcmation 

lie development protram 



l«U««Ma m* 
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15.5 


44.1 


14.8 


13.6 


1,3 


26.8 


2.4 


55.9 


6,0 


5.0 


13.1 ' 


12.7 


1.7 


17.3 


136.6 


37.0 


14,2 


11.2 


3.3 


16.0 


6.7 


63.0 


6.7 


7.3 


16.5 


20.7 


2,5 


9.4 


. 4.5 


:9.8 


3.2 


.3 


2.9 


10.5 


6,1 


80.2 


7.8 


3,0 


20.5 


19.3 


9.0 


20.:' 


. 5.4 


72.9 


25.7 


18.3 


7.5 


36.1 


11.0 


27.1 


9,6 


3.7 


4.4 


7.4 


0 


1.9 


.8 
38.7 


19.9 
41.7 


0 

7.3 


0 

5.8 


0 

1.S 


12.1 
22.8 


7.8 
11.6 


80.1 
58.3 


13.1 
41.1 


23.9 
.7 


12.0 
8.3 


22.9 
6.8 


3.5 
0 


4.6 
1.3 


. 8.1 


84.9 


36.9 


32.2 


4.7 


39.5 


8,5 


15.1 


7.4 


3.2 


.7 


2.6 


U 


0 


. 3.3 
9.3 


23.3 
79.9 


3.6 
49.5 


3.1 
44.5 


.5 
5,0 


16.3 
21.8 


3.4 

8.6 


76.7 
20.1 


5.4 
5.6 


, 7,5 
7.7 


9.4 
1,4 


24.7 
3.5 


3.0 
.5 


26.8 
U 


, 6.6 


20.2 


0 


0 


0 


12.2 


7.9 


79.8 


11,5 


5.4 


29.1 


30.4 


U 


1.7 


. 228.8 


41.4 


14.8 


12.0 


2.8 


19.2 


7,5 


58,6 


12.7 


5.7 


13,8 


16.5 


2.0 


U 



D«p]M of yih, Educiiloii, ind 
lilli(8: 

Nth facilltiK contlructioi) iiinD 
01. 

C<iitefloiili)tii(contiok|iivi]|{ution, 
suivtillmci md ttchnicil mm 
(CDC). 

Ilrbjiifitcfliitioipc) 



\iB Piojettiiants.. 



13,283 Tiaiiilii(,A$U, 
Inloimatioi),! 

13.267 Piojecliiiflls 



Vetifiiu' Adirilnistiatlon: ConHfoclion ol 

l|0)p|tjlSl|ldll<ll|ll(3Cilitl», 

Appalachian |l(|loiialComiiilf]ioii: 
Apoalachlan vocational education facHi* 
ties and operation], 

Appalachian r({loiMl development 

Appalachian jupplementi to {lanti in 
tld(SIIS}. 
Total j 

DepaMotWnj and lliban Develop- 
- nent: 

HiDpitals-Moitgate Insurance (HPMC).. 



Ml NiJctjianlj. 



23J1 

23.002 formula |ian|s, .. 



Comnynlty development block giants/ 
entitlement Kiaflt](!;PD), 



H.128 Gl loans.... 
lliii Fuimula giants.... 



Total 



Iieasury Department: Fiscul assistance to 
Its. 



ACTION: 
SCORE'ACE., 

National student volunteer program 

Volunteers In service to America.. 



?2.00^ ASiC 

72.007 AS &C services.. 

72.0OS AS U service, 
training. 

72.003 Service, AS &C 
technical assist- 
ance, training, 



Toll!., 



Coniitiiini"'::a,tos Administration: 
Commuitirp,conomic development. 

legal seivi',es 

Communii/jctionpiograms 



49,011 Protect grants., 
...do 



mi 





CI 1 

D/.l 


(1 1 

4J,/ 


41.0 


2.7 


11 c 
17.3 




J2.9 


3.1 


3.3 


7.0 


11) i 
12.3 


1 

.1 


7.1 


78.2 


54.0 


86.9 


27.8' 


59.1 


4.9 


2.3 


6.0 


:2.4 


3.4 


.1 


0 


0 


fl 


... 12.5 


59.1 


50,5 


50.0 


.5 


48,2 


.3 


.9 


.9 


0 


11 


D 


0 


0 




01,0 


cr. 1 
b!i./ 


ill 


111 c 


III 


3./ 


11 n 


2.0 


1 1 
3.1 


3,0 


3.Z 


A 

U 


3.1 


liU 


90,8 


68.5 


67.7 


.9 


14.7 


ir 


9,2 


5,7 


.6 


1.3 


1.6 


0 


0 


2l,fi 


iU 


26.8 


26,8 


.0 


44.9 


15.8 


12,4 


12.4 


0 


0 


0 


1 

'fl 


0 


23.3 


75.1 


13,0 


3,3 


9,6 


48.5 


13.7 


24.9 


13.1 


.4 


7.8 


2.5. 




I 

1- 




49,0 


5,4 


4.3 


1.1 


31,2 


12.4 


51,0 


10.4 


8.2 


9,6 


18.6 


2.0 


2.: 


m 


66,0 


13.0 


9,8 


3.2 


39.4 


13.6 


34.0 


11.7 


5.9 


6,7 


9.4 


1.1 


I.: 


55,1 


83.4 


29,3 


29,3 


1/ 


52,0 


2.1 


16,6 


0 


3.1 


'U 


4.1 


0 


2.: 


70.7 


89,9 


71,4 


69,5 


1,9 


15.0 


3.5 


10,1 


1.3 


3.1 


2.7 


3,1 


0 


0 


0 (in t 




40.3 


41.!) 


f, ji 
!l.4 


a 4 




11 i 
l.'.i 


4.L 


3.5 


1 7 
1./ 


1 L 
U 


A 

0 


A 
0 


, 2,17U 


87,4 


46,9 


41.8 


5,1 


29,9 


10.6 


la 


4,4 


3,5 


2.0 


2.6 


0 


1 


b,123,6 


78.7 


33.8 


26.4 


7.3 


34.3 


10,6 


2U 


6.7 


3.0 


4,3 


4.9 


.8 


Li 


A 


99.8 


92.9' 


92.8 


0 


.1 


M 


,2 


0 


0 


0 


.2 


0 


fl 


8 


98.2 


'89.8 


89.5 


.3 


6.2 


2.2 


1,8 


1.3 


.3 


0 


.2 


0 


fl 


.3 


100.0 


1.0 


57.8 


42,2 


0 


0, 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


fl 


2U 


96.3 


86.2 


85.4 


.8 


7.5 


2.6 


3.7 


1.9 


.6 


.2 


.6 


.1 


«i 






DC f 


DC J 


1.2 


12 


2.6 


3.5 


1 1 
1.8 


.6 


.2 


c 

.0 


.1 


ll 


33U 


75.5 


47.6 


43.7 


3.8 


20.3 


7.6 


24.5 


5.1 


4.2 


5,6 


7.S 


.6 


u 


37.9 


70.1 


42.0 


42.0 


0 


5.3 


22.8 


29.9 


.4 


9,3 


5.4 


14.0 


fl 




66.7 


92.1 


67.0 


61.4 


5,7 


19,2 


5.8 


7,9 


1.8 


2.6 


.3 


1.0 


.2 


u 


. m 


77.6 


50.0 


46.2 


3,8 


18.8 


8.7 


22.4 


4.2 


4.4 


4.8 


7.1 
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AmNDIUARlE OlSIiljtlOii OF FU jUTUYS FOR COillNITY AND IIIDUStftlAl DEVEL^ 



Flop Dime (Am) 



Metropolitan (percent of ll[.lteil Slates) Urbaniied le» mM' Thinly popoliteil 

CFDA 



EnvlronintiiblProleclion Agency; 
Air pollul 
(AWM), 

Conitryctlon grants lor 
t(ajtmentwarli)i(lM). 



|oMon control program grants! eSJl Piojecl grants.. 









Greater 












Hon- 




Noil' 


Adja' 


Non* 


Total 










Me' 






Adja* 


adja* 


Adja. 


ad|(> 






Tnlil 


lUldl 


vUlU 


FrinDA 


rliitm 

UIUIII 




ToiJ 




rpiil 


will 




cint 


tBIlt 




91.9 


35.3 


23.7 




43,1 


13.5 


8.1 


6.4 


.8 


.2 


.6 


0 


.1 


... 3,iii,: 


81.0 


43.2 


34.4 


8.8 


29.3 


8.5 


19,0 


9.9 


2.1 


2.4 


3.4 


.3 


•J 




31.2 


43.1 


34.3 


8.8 


29.5 


8.6 


18.8 


9.8 


2.1 


2.4 , 


3.4 


.3 


.1 


!.. 222.5 




25.9 


15.5 


10.4 


' 27.0 


9.6 


■T — rr 

37.5 


11.8 


7.4 


7.5* 6.5 


.7 




... «.8 


58.5 


29.0 


22.1 


6,9 


119.6 


9.9 


41.5 


6,4 


7,4 


8.6 


13.0 


1.2 


4.) 


\m 


96,8 


75.9 


71.8 


4.0 


; 16.6 


4.3 


3.2 


U 


1.4 


0 


.5 


0 


0 


m 


71.9 


40.0 


32.5 


' 8.1 


4 23.1 


U 


28,1 


8.1 


S.7 


5.5 


5.5 


.6 


2.7 



Total 

SmaH Business Administration; 

Physical disaster loans 59,093 Direct and G 

Loans to Stale and local developnient 59,013 do.... 

companies. 

SHSinall Business Administration 

Total 

Oepartmenlol Interior; . , 

Constryctlon-Elementary, secondary, 30.4 63.9 3.1 3.1 0 59.5 1.3 36.1 12.7 3.5 S.9 5.5 1.9 5.J 

and mcallonal schools (BIA). ' . 

IndlanMng services lor tribes 15.129 AS &C.inMion 2.4 46.4 24,4 24.0 .5 17.1 4.9 53.6 5,6 10,4 11,7 18,3 0 7.6 

(flIA), training. e ....... 

Indian Uenlorcement systems (BIA)... 15, 131 do 11.2 22. 1 12.3 3.9 6.4 7,8 U 77,9 4.4 13.2 7.6 30,9 . 7 2(1.1 

Operation and maintenance, Indian 5,7 36.6 0 0 0 U 30.2 63,4 13,1 '7,5 .5 31.0 0 U 

irrigation systems-Area and regional 



\ Indian tribal government operations 15.102 AS iC service 9.6 41,2 25.7 17.9 7.8 9,9 5.6 58.8 5.7 9,8 8.6 21.1 1.4 12.2 

: oSoorrecreation-Ac(iyi5ition,deve|. 15.400 Prolectgianta 181.3 61.3 29.8 16,1 13.7 23.6 7,9 38,7 8.0 4.2 10.9 9.4 1.8 4.4 

opment and planning (BOR). .... 

Indian loans, economic development 15.124 Directloans,services. 8.6 20,4 19.6 15. 1 4.5 '.9 0 79.6 2.9 25.0 .8 41.6 0 9.2 
(BIA). 

Total 249 .2 57.0 24.5 13.8 10.7 25.5 7,0 43,0 8,2 ' 5.8 9.6 12.1 1.7 5.7 

INDUSTRIAL D[Vi:^P^ENT "^"^ 
DipirtinentofAgriciilliite; 

lnilnslrialdevelopmentgr8nts(FmHA)... 10.424 Projectgrants 13.J lU 3.3 1.5 U 5.0 U 85.5 10.7 7.0 24.0 29.6 U M 

■Byjlnesj and indostrial development 10.422 Gl loans 346.8 15.2 U .6 3,2 4.6 6.7 84,8 10.4 11.4 3U 19.0 3.0 J.4 

.NonriXnMloan$(FrallA). 10.407 do 6,6 17.6 3.4 0 3.4 9.0 5.3 82.4 16.7 5.5 15.4 23.0 2.6 19.2 

Total 366.7 15.2 3.8 . 6 3.2 4,7 6.7 84.8 10.5 11.1 31.1 19,4 3.0 9.6 



rt.jusitoce-Sfl(yiHj<ii(liii(oi' \IM liilOfiiialioo,llS5C. 16.6 92,0 13 U 6,5 .9 .6 0 .ID 0 0 ,5 
iiittioii'(DIBA), 

Miiioiit)|l)yjiiiMjflnl«(pili»-teiilii.J' IIMO Nectpts, 60.1 90.3 69.7 6U 2.7 17.2 3.4 9.7 !.7 2.3 2. 5 .9 U 1,2 
tlon, maniMingii!, ind Itcliiiical ' ASU,ii)lofiiia' 
ostlitincepBE). tionconliacl;. 

EconoicdevelopmentbuMilMebp' 11.301 DiiectiClloans i7,0 77.7 31,0 29,7 U 2U 19,3 22.3 10.6 6.9 3.3 .2 .1 U 

iiitnta)]istaiice(EDA). 

TfadejdiyjImfntasjitolOIBA) 11.106 Direct ft Gl loans, U 1.0 31. 7 29.7 1,9 ,1 68.3 0 D 0 0 0 0 0' 

seivice, 

TolaL 98.2 90,1 65,6 62.9 2,7 15,8 8,6 9.9 2,9 2,6 2,1 1 LO 

OpW of Inleiiof: Indian ipdiistfial 15.117 Oiieclpent!, "'U 3J.3 157T9"Tri8,6 U 61,7 6.3 6,6 10.9"ll0 U 12,8 

and louiiimdeuelpent Olid oii'll)e-|ol) ASU.inloiina-. ' 

liainliij(BIA), tion liaininii. 

Small Bysinoi] Administration: 

Etcnomic opportiinity loans lojmali 59,003 ASiCdirectand 6S,9 82,3 5U 46,6 8,0 19.5 8,2 17,7 3,3 U 3,2 U ,3 2.6 
business. Gl loans. 

Displaced bysinejs financial assistance 59.001 do 1,258,5 63.5 3U 24,5 10,1 19,0 9,9 36,5 6.9 5,4 7,0 11,7 ' U 4.2 

proffiiin, 

Snwllbyjinejsinwstmentconipaoios.,.. 59,011 do 61,4 96,5 64,2 59, 1 5,1 27,2 5,1 3,5 2,6 0 , 8 0 0 0 

Tola! 1,386,8 65.9 36.9 27, 1 9,7 19,4 9,n4X 6,5 5.1 6,6 10.8 1,1 U 



Oepartmintol Interior; 

Indian rrads maintenapcnnd bridges 15.125 Service 8.6 13,7 3,7 3,6 .1 7,1 2,9 86,3 6,4 - 9,3 12.3 28,3 2.7 27.3 



ladianfoadj-tovationroMslBIM... 15,122 do 60,5 23,1 11,2 10,4 .7 10,1 1,8 76.3 12.3 4,3 16,3 24,5 .7 18.7 

ToW "17 21,9 10,2 9,6 .6 9.7 2,0 7U 11.6 4.9 15,8 25.0 .9 19,8 

OapadmentofTransportatioF" 

Hijl)W3ybeaytilicotioii(Fb'.iA) ,20,214 Formylajii^ 46.5 62.3 10,7 5,7 5.0 42.0 9.5 37,7 10,0 9,6 4.9 ' 9,7 0 2.2 

project eranls. 

Ilij waptag iiid construction 20.205 do 7,6!l9,l 58.8 27.7 20.7 7,0 20,0 11,2 41,2 S,' 6,0 9.7 11,6 2,7 $.( 

{FHwAi, 

HijliwaystydieslFHWA) 20,205 do 170.8 85.8 41,7 33,3 8,4 31.6 12.6 14.2 6,7 2,6 .3 1.4 0 3.2" 

To!al 7,916.4 59.4 27.9 20,9 7.0 20.3 11.2 40.fi 5.6 5.9 9,5 11,4 2,6 li 

Gf3i>J totit "26. 858,8 6ll 31,5 24.1 7.4 23,8 9,8 34.9 6,6 4.5 8l"9,6 1,9 U 

^ t 

I Gl Iflsiis ^Rusiantoe't'in^iired loans, AS S C^^ advisory services and counselinij, J Ootlays are allocated or identified to ttie location of the duty station where the costs are incyrred, 

) Prorated by estimated obligation to State, county, and city levels. In distritutini! these costs to counties or cities, total costs at the lowest ornanizational level of the cost 

" Pioiateri to county level based on a previous year's survey of consumers and subscribers by county, accountins system are determined. These costs are then prorated to counties or cities based upon 
< Allocated equally tocounties williin each redevelopment district located in 13 Appalachian Stales, the number of operatin? units In each of the counties or cities, State office costs are chaijed to the 

county and city In whicn the oice Is located. 
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APPENDIX TABLE (.-PERCENT DiSIRieUTIONiOF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICOLTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES IN METRO AND liONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1S7S 



Matiopolitanigfrcont of United Slates) 



Uibanized Lasjuilianlzed Thinly iiopulattd 



CFOA 



Total 



Gieater 



Non. Non* Noil' 
Adja* adja- Adja* adja* Adjj' idji* 
lio, Typeolaisitlance (million!) Total Tolal Goie Ffinge dium Le$»r Total cent cent cbnt cent cent CMt 



Me- 



AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RE* 
SOURCES-DIRECT AGRICULTURE PAY- 
MEHTS AND CROPLAND ADJUSTMENI 

Department olAiricyltyie: 

Cotton production stabilization (ASCS)... 10, OSZlDiiecl payments. 

Feedpnproductionslatii|i:alion(A!)C$). do 

National Act payments (ASCS) \m do 

Sojar Act paymentJ (ASCS) 

Wlieat production staliiliution (ASCS).... 10. OSS Diiaci payments.., 

Crop insurance (FCIC)'. 10.450 Insurance 

Beakptr indemnity payments (ASCS)... 10.0C0 Direct payments... 
Cropland adjustment proiram (ASCS) 

Total 

FARM LOANS 

DeDaitiiientolA(riciiltiiro: 
Commodity loans and i:yrciiases(CCC)... 10 



p,o 



12.9 

111 

101,9 

65.1 

2.7 



lU 
13.8 
15.6 
34.3 



33.7 
lU 



2.4 0.3 2.1 4.9 6.3 85.8 6.6 7.6 20.7 36,8 8.4 5.7 

2.9 .2 2,8 5.5 5.4 862 5.4 3.3 23.1 28.6 5.9 19.9 

2. 1 .6 1.4 7.2 6.3 84,4 V 8.3 8.5 30.4 7.5 23,9 

.8 . 3 . 5 23. 1 10,3 65.7 10,0 16.5 13.9 14.6 3.8 7.0 

U .1 1.3 1.2 4,0 93.4 1.8 7,7 11.3 30.9 5.5 36.3 

14 .1 1.3 4.6 7.2 86,9 6.4 6.2 19.2 27.8 5.7 2L6 

7.1 5,5 1,6 13,1 13.6 66.3 15.9 16.9 10.5 15.1 1,5 6.4 

4.1 .5 3.7 7.0 5.2 83.7 6.5 5.9 21,6 27.8 6.8 lU 



756.2 15.1 2.4 . 2 2.1 6.6 6.1 



5.7 6.5 19.5 2U 6.1 18.3 



(CCC). 

Emertency disaster loans (FmHA),, 



Farm operatin; loans (FmHAL... 
Farm ownersliip loans (FmHA).... 
flood protection loans (FmllA .,.. 
Gniini association loans (FmKA). 



10.407 
10.419 



water conservation loans (FmHA), 



loans (FmHA . 
'Soil and water loans (FmHA).. 
Wateislied protection and lb 

tion loans (FmHA), 



10.416 



Tolal 



Di;ect payments, 


825.3 


23.2 


6.5 


5.1 


13 


13.1 


3.5 


76.8 


10.1 


9.7 


23.1 


213 


5.0 


6.7 


loans. 






























Direct loans, ,n 


22,8 


17.4 


4.5 


,1 


4.3 


7.J 


5.4 


82,6 


6.7 


4.4 


20.4 


28.2 


6.0 


16.9 


Glloansi 


723.8 


11.5 


3.1 


0 


3.1 


4.9 


3.5 


as 


4.3 


8.5 


20.6 


34.5 


.5.5 


1S.1 


do 


352.9 


11.3 


1.8 


.4 


1.4 


5.3 


4.2 


88.7 


4.2 


5.4 


18.6 


33.4 


4.1 


ao 


do 


549.7 


12.3 


1.9 


.3 


1.7 


5.4 


4.9 


87.7 


7.6 


7.9 


20.7 


29.0 


5.5 


16.9- 


do 


342.1 


9.9 


1.4 


.1 


1.3 


4.9 


3.7 


90.1 


7.5 


5.9 


19.1 


29.8 


•5.3 


22.5 


do 


,2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


fl 


0 


100.0 


0 


0 . 


82.9 


17.1 


0 


0 


.....do 


3.8 


6.3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6.3 


93.7 


0 


0 


0 


25,0 


2.1 


66.6 


....do 


, .9 


12.9 


0 


0 


0 


12.9 


0 


87.1 


0 


0 


30.8 


32,4 


0 


23.9 


do 


, 1.9 


12.9 


0 


0 


0 


5.9 


7.0 


87.1 


13.4 


liO 


0 


23,9 


10.) 


26.2 


do 


3,1 


5.2 


2.0 


0 


2.0 


U 


1.5 


94,8 


8.0 


4.9 


14.2 


37,3 


3.8 


26.6 


....do 


20,0 


46.3 


0 


0 


0 


32.6 


13.7 


53.7 


24.4 


.8 


11.9 


10.7 


0 


5.9 




?,846,5 


15.1 


3.5 


1.6 


1.9 


7.6 


4.0 


84.9 


7.1 


7.9 


20.8 


29.0 


5.1 


U 



ERIC 



' "MAI WKES i"CONS[RVA« 

,■•'■1 tion; ,,• 

Pi|)irtiNiitoiA(ficiil|urt: , 

WittnlMii pfolNtlon mil tiiOil pieYcn* 1<)J4 PfOjett 

tioiifSCS), i'/' 
' WiMwrludjnipfO'itinentiaCS),. 10,904 i 

A|(lcyltu[ecoii!erYi)flprc{(aiii(AS(;s). 10,(163 do. 

. kmwf mtrvation mm 10.0J4 .....do 

(m 

. CreatPliiiiicoiueivatioiitSCS):, 10.S00 Pioject (rants, 

AS4C> 

FwjiprotecllonsiiiliitW (F?) 

Ffl(M|[oidniidtiiilij(FS) , 

Witanlitd ind flood pmh' ,iopiifir- . 

SnAm^and water supply.' W 10.907 Information.... 



SHASCS(ASCS) \.Z'. 

Resourtt conservation imddivelopmenl 10,901 Project {rants, 

op«rationi(SCS), AS&C, 
Resourtt conservation and development 10,901 do 

plannlneiSCS). 



(SCS). 

Reitoration of forest lands I (fS) 

Itiver basin surveys ard investiaatloni 

(SCS). 

Do. lfi.9flfi AS 4 C. services. 

Sail and water conservation (SCS)...,.., 10.902 Ali&C 

Soil survey (SCS) 10.903 Information 

Water liank props (ASCS) Ml Project jrants, 

AS&C, 

Forestry incenlives proiram (ASCS) 10. U Project grants.... 

Do. 10;0M do 



lU 


11.7 


0 


0 


il 


7.2 


4,6 


88,3 


3.8 


8.4 


14.4 


38.8 


2.9 


20.0; 


S3,ii 




11.9 


1)4 


Li 


179 

lb 9 


S! 


69! 


74 


49 


208 


24.2 

bit* 


4,6 


U 




18.0 




.6 


li 


in 3 




711 




HO 

Vi V 


19.7 


23,5 


5,6 


15.7 


3.3 


3.4 


u 


6.5 


8.1 


82.0 


8.4 


12.9 


18.1 


22.8 


'4,5 


1$.3 


10.4 


3.! 


.5 


D 


.5 


.3 


2,2 


96,9 


3.0 


6.1 


9.5 


26.1 


4.6 


47.; 


490.0 
143.7 


39,8 


20.5 
13.5 


15.2 


S.2 


9.4 


9,9 


60.2 


6,4 


12.1 


7.9 


20.6 


2.7 


10.6' 


24.2 


9.3 


4.3 


4.2 


6,5 


75,8 


7.0 


10.8 


12.6 
148 


30.1 


2.5 


12.8 


70.5 


M./ 


17.5 


inn 


7 n 




0,1 






n 


20.4 


,9 


6.7 


10,0' 


70.5 


20.4 


14.3 


6.1 


33.7 


16,4 


29,5 


4,8 


12.7 


U 


7.7 


1.0 


l.( 


2.0 


65.0 


36,8 


36,6 


.2 


13.0 


15,1 


35.0 


1.2 


9.0 


1.9 


lU 


1.0 


7.7 


3.6 
119.5 


27.9 


1^5 
26.2 


■11.2 


1.3 


8.9 


6.4 


72.1 


6.1 


10.0 


16.5 


i9:o 


5.7 


14.8 


46.2 


217 


4.6 


11.2 


8,8 


53.8 


4.8 


4,6 


12.8 


16.8 


3.9 


10.8 
13.9 


e Q 

0.7 




1.9 


0 

.0 


./ 


t.w 




09.1 


47 




158 


37.5 


4,5 


u 


36.1 


12.0. 


8.7 


u 




14.9 


63.9 


7,1 


12.2 


10.7 


20.5 


u 


ILl 


13.7 




10.7 








too 

IV. u 


57(1 


90 


112 


10.0 


18.7 


3.1 


U 

1 


fl 


15.2 


2.2 


2.2 


0 


.3 


12.7 


M 


1.1 


1.0 


6.0 


49.3 


5.6 


21.8 


4.0 


8U 


49.1 


3&3 


12.8 


23.8 


8.4 


18,6 


11,7 


6,b 


n i 

0' 


0 


fl 


.4 


99 


780 


25.9 


18.0 

IV. V 


7,9 


312 


18,9 


22.0 


4.6 


6,2 


4.0 


5.9 


,4 


10 


151.1 
34,6 


35,4 


10.7 
25.3 


6.3 


4.4 


13.9 


\U 


64,6 


7,8 


7.7 


14.4 


20.6 
15,5 


3.9 


10.2 


55,3 


9.7 
0 


15.6 


14.7 


15,3 


44,7 


7,2 


7.3 


8.3 


2.2 


4.2 


1.4 


3.7 


0 


0 


3.7 


0 


96.3 


9,0 


, 2.? 


4.2 


27.7 


4,0 


48,8 


.2 


11,4 


.7 


0 


.7 


5.2 


5.4 


88.6 


9,9 


16.0 


16.7 


23.3 


6.1' 


i6;s 


.7 


100.0 


99.5 


96,6 


2.9 


.4 


.1 


0 


0 


fl 


fl , 


-0 


0 


0. 



' Total, 



1,447. 1 35,8 16.0 11,3 4,7 laS 9.0 64,2 6,6 8.8 12.5 21,6 3.4 11,3 



mm TABLE 4.-PIRCENT DlSTRIBUHil OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES IN METRO AND NONMLFRO COUNTIES, FISCAL tEAR Woiltliiyad 



litetropolilan (perceot ol Unitod Slsles) Urbanized Leu ufbanized Thinly popubttil 



Greater Hon* Non* , Nun* 

CFOA Total Me- Adja- adja- Adja- Bdja- Ad|j- idji* 

Piogram name (Agency) No, Typed assistance (niilliofls) Total Total Core Fringe diuni Lesser Total cent cent cent cent cent ctut 



reparlmentol Interior; 
Land and water cnseivation (ynd* 

B). . . . . 



trails*. 

Hater rejouftes' 

'ofmlisli pond manageitiQit am 
|cncyrel)aliilitation<(FVS). 





as 


513 


318 


23.9 


13.9 


9.0 


S.1 


4U 


15,7 


.6 


7.9 


1S.7 


2.3 




U 


3U 


lU 


13.8 


8.? 


9,0 


2,8 


65,8 


5.7 


9.0 


9.1 


16.8 


9.3 




51M 


43.3 


lU 


E.9 


5.8 


21.0 


7.5 


56.7 


5,5 


U 


y 


24.1 


.5 


Iili03 Sale, expropriation 




28.0 


23.5 


lU 


6.2 


4,6 


0 


7?.0 


9.7 


2.6 


22.8 


21.9 


.5 


or donation ol 




























property. . 
19,111 Service), informa- 


M 


12.8 


6.5 


5.9 


.5 


4.4 


1.9 


87.2 


.6 


10.1 


(.8 


S3,S 


0 


lionAS&C. 




























15.112 do 


U 


35.4 


18,3 


13.4 


4.8 


6.3 


10.9 


6.45 


2.3 


11.0 


4.2 


2U 


U 


. 15.106 Services 


10.8 


212 


U 


U 


0 


lU 


6.7 


77.8 


10,4 


24.0 


25.0 


15.8 


0 


15,119 Services, informa- 


■ 11.0 


23.8 


U 


U 


.4 


14,3' 


5.1 


76.2 


7.3 


1?.4 


13.0 


23.4 


1.2 



Indian lands 8IA): », 



tionASSC. * 



Nttllllipjill lUMSeivicM 2.2 60.9 219 22.9 0 21.9 10.2 3U 3.0 16.2 15.9 1.9 ' 0 2.0 

SoilniOiitiiflMiiioi) 1U26 ASU,}alo»< U 4U 16,0 16,0 0 27.2 3.0 53,8 2.4 lili 9,9 ' lU 0 ,13.0 

propriitlonor ' > 

liciiatlonolprop- 

efly, 

IndiMWiltfrithtiprolKllonp} 15.135 Sefvlcej U )U 3M 25.0 lU 3U U 20 3,0 2.9 2.3 3,7 0 12.3 

IndiinigricuWittmP) 15.101 AS iC U 47.9 9,6 9,6 0 30,4 7.5 52.5 6.9 9,5 , 6 9.9 1.9 23.9 

MMiiemenlofhiiilfWoyfcejL H2.5 57.0 37,ll 27.2 1D.6 9.0 20.1 33,0 2.2 10.5 2,6 lU 1.4 4.0' 

P»fkJ«dlof«tJ» 328.2 65.3 54.6 44,3 9,7 7.7 3.0 34,7 5.3 5.0 5.6 10.6 1.1 7.1 



Total 




52.7 


30.8 


22.9 


8.0 


•14.4 


7.5 


47.3 


5.8 


9,7 


6.0 \U 


.1.0 


■6.9 


DeoaitMiitotCoinitieice: 

. liivaraiiilioodlofecasDHIIOAA) 11.402 Inloimallon 


8.2 


97,7 


55.7 


30.7 


25.1 


33.3 


8.7 


U 


0 


1.7 


0 ,6 


0 


0. 
1.8 


WtffoncajtsandwafiiinjsHNOAA). 1K94 do 


. 42.4 


87.8 


42.3 


26.2 


16.1 


29.8 


15.7 


12.2 


1.6 


4.9 


.3 3.0 


•6 


Totsi........ 


SD.S 


89.4 


44.5 


27.0 


17.5 


30.4 


14.5 


10,6 


1.4 


4.4 


.3 2.6 


.5 


U 


Exldision S([vi(H)apt[|ineiit A|rl- I0.50O Formyla jiants 


214.4 


ao 


26.8 


23.0 


3.8 


15.0 


11.8 


46.4 


11,5 


6.0 


9.2 II* 


2.7 


' 6.2 


ciiltufi; Coopantlva (ttanslon my 




























(B). 




























Gfand total.. 


.. 6,444.3 


28.2 


12.1 


8.3 


3.8 


9.8 


6.3 


71.8 


6.7 


8.2 


15.6 24,6 


; 4-0 


12.7 



> Bis techniiiut prorata} ouUay] to localitias on tlia basis ol llie Iraclion of the Stale's special the nymlitr of nperating units In each of the counties or cities. Slate office costs are charged to the 
pp popylation in a county or city (e.i!., recioiant of a specific service, State employees, veterans), county and city in which the olTice is located. 

iGl loans*>|uarBnta«d/insuied loans ; AS&Nadvisory services and counseling, > Outlays are allocated or identilied to tlie location of the purchasing office. 

> Prorated liy estimated oiiligation to Slate, county, and city levels. > Prorated to State, county, and city b; payroll costs except lor large expenditures which are actual 
< Outlays 31^ illocatad or idantiKod to tlie location of ihe ouly station where lli; costs are incurred, lor the area. The albtions to the localities aie directly proportional to the paryoll costs for the 

In tiistributing these costs to counties or cities, total costs at the lowest organizational level of the localities. 

) Prorated to State, county, and city tiy geographic distribution of employees. 




\1 



mmi im S.-PERCENT DISIRIBUTION of federal resources for defense and space in metro and NONMEIRO counties, fiscal year 1975 

Noiiiii(tn)politao(pefce[it of United stales) 

MetfopDlitsn (percent of United Slates) llibanlzed Less uibanized Tiiiiijy populated ; 

Gitater Non* Non- Ficn* 

' Tola! • Me- Adja- adja- Ad|j. adja- Adja- adja 

P'OI'aiiiiiiini (millions) Total Total Co>e Fiin^e diyin Lesser Total cent cent cent cent cent cent 

• -— • — iiirj ^ . "v — .- ■ 

DEFENSE AND SPACE ' 

Oelenst contracts; 

ClyillmfunctionjprimeMntractsi jl,Mi.5 51.5 212 19.6 U 15.9 8.5 48.5 5.2 7.5 18.1 • U 3.2 U.: 

MllitariipfmecflnsiryclioncflntracUi 1,943.6 M.5 lU 15.6 5.8 26.4 16.7 35.5 17.2 12.6 2.4 2.4 0 1.0; 

HilltafypriiiieR.O.T.E.coiilrjct$i 6,238,6 56.7 80.5 65.9 14.6 14.6 1.6 3.3 2.4 .4 .1 .3 0 ,1 

M lltafyprlffiesefYicetontfaclsi 7,020.2 80,3 50,5 40.4 10,2 15.3 10.4 15.7 11,4 6.2 1,1 .7 .1 .3 

Mlltaryprlnnsupplycontfactsi 22,145.7 50.9 62.8 46.9 15.9 15.8 8.3 9,1 4.0 1.7 1.3 1,5 . 2 .3 

FfbcontractJlasstlianW 4,431.8 86.5 42.9 37.0 5.9 31.9 11.8 13,5 6.4 4.7 11 1.1 .2 0 

Tola! . 42,832.4 87.4 58.5 45.5 13,1 20.4 8.4 12.6 5.9 3.2 1.5 1.3 .2 A 

Defense Myfoll; 

^mmf 12,319.7 84.5 37.5 22.4 15.0 35.4 11.6 15,5 7.8 3.8 1.7 1.5 . 5 . 2^ 

MilltaiKaciivedutypayi 14,302.3 7S.3 25.6 15.6 10 1 30.0 19.7 24,7 9.0 12.9 1 4 . 9 0 . 5' 

Military reserve and Natlcnal Guard pay' 1,550,3 73.7 34.8 23.9 10.9 27.9 11.0 26.3 6,2 U 5.8 7.5 5 

iilifyfeti.'edpay< 6,1112 84.4 35.2 25.6 9.6 33.7 15.5 15.6 4.8 4.9 1.7 3.3 J .6! 

Total . 34,286.5 80,2 32.0 20.2 11.8 32.5 15.7 19.8 7.7 7.8 1.7 1.8 . 3 ^ 

National Aeronaytic! and Space AdrBinistralion; All proirams 3,199.2 97.9 75.7 64.5 11.2 14,7 7.4 2.1 .8 .1 .5 .1 0 ' .6. 

Grand total, all prosrams 266,709.9 74.9 42.0 31.6 10.3 23.3 9.6 25.1 6.5 4.2 5.2 5.9 1.0 2.2 ' 

t Oytlays are allocated or Identilied to llie location of tlie prime contractor's main ollce. < Thit teclmloye prorates outlays to localities on the basis of tlie fraction of tlie State's 
> Outfays are allocated or identified to the location of tlie purcliasi ng office. popyfation in a county or city (e.i!., recipient of a specify service, State employees, v'" 

e, county, and city liy Eeograpliic distritiytion of employees. 'AS & C-advisory services counseling 

0 
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